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PREFACE 


Some centres of the Ramakrishna Order have for 
some years past been bringing out important scriptures 
of the Hindus with text, word-for-wdVd rendering, run¬ 
ning translation and notes based on authoritative com¬ 
mentaries, in order to make them accessible to the 
English-knowing public whose knowledge of Sanskrit is 
limited. The Bhagavad-Gita by Swami Swarupananda 
published by the Advaita Ashrama, Mayavati, and 
eight major Upanishads by Swami Sharvananda 
published by the Ramakrishna Math, Madras, have 
already become popular. An edition of the Brahma- 
Sutras on similar lines was overdue. The present work 
is intended to fulfil this want and to complete in this 
series the Prasthanatraya according to the interpreta¬ 
tions of Sankara. The word-for-word translation is very 
literal, but the running translation is made as literal as 
possible consistent with easy reading. In some places the 
translation of quotations from the Upanishads are taken 
from Max Muller’s edition of the Upanishads and the 
quotations of the Sri Bhashya from Dr. Thibaut’s edi¬ 
tion of the book (Sacred Books of the East Series), both 
with slight adaptations. 

It is hoped the volume will be a fitting companion 
to the other Sanskrit works published by the Rama¬ 
krishna Order. 

S.V. 

ADVAITA ASHRAMA 
MAYAVATI, HIMALAYAS 

November 25, 1936 
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INTRODUCTION 


THE SIX SYSTEMS OF PHILOSOPHY 

The Vedas are the scriptures of the Hindus, to 
whatever sect or denomination they may belong. 
They are the earliest extant religious literature today 
and form the corner-stone of the Indo-Aryan cultural 
edifice. The Hindus believe that the Vedas are not 
the utterances of any person but are eternal and 
owe their authority to no individual. They are not 
inspired but expired by God. These Vedas are 
divided into two sections, the Karmakanda and the 
Jnanakanda, the former dealing with the ritualistic 
and the latter with the knowledge portion of the 
Vedas. The latter section is also known as the 
Vedanta, the end of the Vedas or the goal or gist of 
the Vedas. These are not mere speculations but the 
record of the spiritual experiences of the race for 
centuries, actual realizations or superconscious percep¬ 
tions. 

Though we find Vedantic thought even in some of 
the earliest hymns of the Rig-Veda, e,g. the Nasadiya 
Sukta, which forms, as it were, the basis of later Upa- 
nishads, yet there is no denying the fact that the Indo- 
Aryans in their earlier days in India were given more 
to rituals and sacrifices. These were elaborated to 
such an extent by the Brahmanas, the priestly class, 
that persons of rationalistic bent of mind revolted and 
questioned the very efficacy of the sacrificial religion. 
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They engaged themselves in metaphysical problems 
and arrived at different solutions of the world. The 
Vedantic thought that was in germ form was now 
developed more and more, and we have the Upani- 
shads. This spirit of revolt against ritualism was carried 
on mainly by the Kshatriyas. The Indo-Aryans were 
very bold thinkers and nothing wais sacrilegious to 
them in their search after truth. Traces of opposition 
against the religion of the Vedas are found in the Vedas 
themselves. This tidal wave of rationalism in its ex¬ 
treme form gave rise to such schools of thought as the 
Charvikas, which were extremely materialistic and 
anti-religious. 

In the age immediately preceding Buddha and 
during his lifetime there was a great religious and 
philosophical upheaval in India. From the Brahma- 
jMa-Sutras we learn that in his time there were a^ 
many as sixty-two different schools of philosophy in 
India. We also learn from Buddliistic literature the 
names of a good number of teachers who were vener¬ 
ated in Aryavarta at the time—names like Purana 
Kasyapa, Katyayana, Makkali Gosala, Nigantha 
Nathaputra, the founder of Jainism and others. While 
these great souls represented Indian culture from an 
anti-Vedic standpoint there were many great names 
that represented the culture from the traditional stand¬ 
point—names that are still venerated by Hindu religion 
and culture. 

The destructive criticism of everything in the old 
system by the Ch^akas and others set the orthodox 
section to organize their belief on a more rationalistic 
basis and render it immune against all such criticism. 
This led to the foundation of the six systems of ortho- 
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dox Hindu philosophy—orthodox^ in the sense that 
they accepted the authority of the Vedas in things 
transcendental—^while there were others who did not 
accept this authority and therefore were dubbed 
heterodox, though otherwise they too were the out¬ 
come of Upanishadic thought. The acceptance of the 
authority of the Vedas by these orthodox schools, 
however, does not mean that they accepted them in 
toto. Their allegiance to the Vedas varied widely and 
often it was too loose. Of the six orthodox schools, viz» 
Nyaya, Vaiseshika, Sankhya, Yoga, Purva Mimamsa 
and Uttara Mimamsa or Vedanta, the last two are in¬ 
timately connected with the Vedas, which is one 
of the reasons why they are not mentioned in the 
Jaina and Buddhistic literature, while the others are 
mentioned. 

These six orthodox systems of thought developed 
side by side at different intellectual centres, of which 
there were a good number all over the country even 
during the Upanishadic period. Again in each system 
there were shades of difference. Thus for centuries 
philosophic thought developed in India till at last it 
became so unwieldy that a regular systematization of 
each school of thought was found a great necessity. 
This led to the Sutra literature. 

THE SUTRAS 

These systematic treatises were written in short 
aphorisms called Sutras, meaning clues, and were in- 

^Astika (orthodox) and Nastika (heterodox) had nothing to do 
with belief or non-belief in the existence of a God. Sankhya and 
sk which did not accept an Iswara were yet regarded Astika (ortho* 
dox). 
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tended as memory-aids to long discussions on any topic 
which the student had gone through with his teacher 
or Guru. The thought was very much condensed, for 
much was taken for granted. Consequently the maxi¬ 
mum of thought was compressed into these Sutras in as 
few words as possible. Madhvacharya quotes from 
Padma Pur ana a definition of the Sutra in his com¬ 
mentary on the Brahma-Sutras which runs as follows: 




“People, learned in Sutra literature, say that a Sutra 
should be concise and unambiguous, give the essence 
of the arguments on a topic but at the same time deal 
with all aspects of the question, be free from repetition 
and faultless.’* Though this definition states what a 
Sutra ought to be, in practice, however, the desire for 
brevity was carried to such extremes that most part 
of the Sutra literature is now unintelligible, and this is 
particularly so with respect to the Vedanta-Sutras 
which has consequently given rise to divergent 
systems. 

There was Sutra literature in every branch of Indo- 
Aryan knowledge which had become cumbrous through 
centuries and required systematization. The authors 
of these Sutras, as we see, are not the founders of the 
thought or systems they propounded, but are mere 
systematizers of the thought developed on the subject 
by successive generations of thinkers for centuries. The 
thought of these Sutras was much developed by later 
thinkers and even modified by them, though all of them 
disclaimed any originality in it, declaring that they were 
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merely interpreting the Sutras. This was specially the 
case with respect to the philosophical Sutras. All these 
subsequent thinkers belonged to one or other of the six 
systems and developed its traditionary thought from 
generation to generation, rendering it more and more 
perfect, and more and more secure against the ever new 
criticisms of rival schools. Such interpretations of the 
Sutras gave rise to various kinds of literary writings 
like Vakyas, Vrittis, Karikas and Bhstshyas, each of 
them being more and more elaborate than the pre¬ 
vious ones. 


THE BRAHMA-SUTRAS 

The Upanishads do not contain any ready-made 
consistent system of thought. At first sight they seem 
to be full of contradictions. Hence arose the necessity 
of systematizing the thought of the Upanishads. 
Badarayana, to whom the authorship of the Brahma- 
Sutras or Vedanta-Sutras is ascribed, is not the only 
one who had tried to systematize the philosophy of 
the Upanishads. From the Brahma-Sutras itself we 
find that there were other schools of Vedanta which 
had their own following. We find the names of Audu- 
lomi, Kasakristna, Badari, Jaimini, Karshnajini, Asma- 
rathya and others mentioned. All this shows that 
Badariyana’s Sutras do not constitute the only sys¬ 
tematic work in the Vedanta school, though probably 
the last and best. All the sects of India now hold this 
work to be the great authority and every new sect 
starts with a fresh commentary on it—without which 
no sect can be founded in this country. 
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THE AUTHOR AND DATE OF THE SUTRAS 

About Badarayana, the author of the Sutras, very 
little is known today. Tradition, however, identifies 
him with Vyasa, the author of the Gita and the Maha- 
bharata. Sankara, however, in his commentaries refers 
to Vyasa as the author of the Mahabharata, and the 
author of the Sutras he refers to as Badarayana. Per¬ 
haps to him these two personalities were different. 
His followers, Vachaspati, Anandagiri and others 
identify Vyasa and Badarayana, while Ramanuja 
and other commentators on the Sutras attribute it to 
Vyasa. 

Deussen infers from the cross references in the works 
of Jaimini and Badarayana that they may have been 
combined by a later editor into one work, and provided 
with the cross references. This combined work, he says, 
was commented upon by Upavarsha on whose work 
the commentaries of Sahara on the Purva Mimamsa 
and Sankara on the Uttara Mimamsa rest. Sankara’s 
commentary on 3. 3. 53 gives support to this last view 
and it also explains the popular idea that the two 
Mimamsas form one Sastra. This combined work might 
well have been arranged by Vyasa, the author of the 
Mahabharata. Or it may be that he had written them 
himself according to the views that were traditionally 
handed down as Badarayana’s. This latter view easily 
accounts for the reference to Badarayana by name in 
the Sutras. That such a thing was not uncommon in 
ancient India is established by Colebrook on the author¬ 
ity of Indian commentators of Manu and Yajnaval- 
kya. Max Muller als'' says that Badarayana and other 
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similar names are simply eponymous heroes of different 
philosophies.^ 

In support of the view that the two persons are one 
it can be pointed out that there existed in the time of 
P^nini Sutras known as Bhikshu-Sutras which are 
identified by Vichaspati with the Ved^nta-Sutras. The 
subject-matter of the Vedanta-Sutras being Brahman, 
the knowledge of which is pre-eminently meant for 
Sanny^sins, it might well be called Bhikshu-Sutras. 
Pinini in his Sutras ascribes these Bhikshu-Sutras to 
Par^sarya, the son of Parasara, Le. Veda-Vyasa, who 
was also called B^darayana as he had his Ashrama at 
Badari in the Himalayas. That the Vedinta-Sutras 
and Purva Mimamsd-Sutras must have existed before 
Panini can also be inferred from the commentary on 
both of them by Upavarsha who is said to be the Guru 
of Panini in the Katha-saritsagara, though we must 
admit it cannot be conclusively proved that the two 
Upavarshas are one and the same person. 

The identity of the Vedanta-Sutras and the Bhikshu- 
Sutras would no doubt fix the date of the Sutras very 
early, before Buddha, and a question may arise how 
such an early work could have referred to various other 
schools of philosophy of a much later date and refuted 
them. In this connection we must not forget that the 
author of the Sutras does not refer to any founder of 
the different schools by name. He even does not use 
the technical terms of the different schools as they are 
known to us today. During that great philosophical 
ferment which followed at the close of the Upanishadic 
period various metaphysical views were held which 
later developed in definite channels. Therefore the 

^The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy (1912 Impression) t p. 129. 

2 
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fact that Badarayana is acquainted with certain 
systems of thought which later came to be associated 
with certain names does not show that Bddardyana was 
later than these persons. These later names were by no 
means the original founders of these systems of thought, 
but only gave definite shape to some particular thought 
that was found in that mass of philosophical specula¬ 
tions which existed in that period. Badarayana could 
anticipate even the Buddliistic and Jaina schools, for 
Buddha and Mahavira also were not the founders of 
any altogether new schools of philosophy but imbibed 
much of the thought current in the country at the time. 
There was no revolutionary departure in their philoso¬ 
phy, but it was their great personality that shaped the 
history of India for centuries. As regards Jaina thought 
we know definitely that it existed from even before 
the time of Parswanatha (8th or 9th century b.g.). In 
fact all these systems must have belonged to the same 
period of philosophical ferment which preceded the 
rise of Buddhism. Thus a writer of the Vedanta-Sutras 
before Buddha may well be acquainted with the differ¬ 
ent schools of philosophy refuted in the Tarkapada 
of that book though they might not have existed in the 
form in which we know them today or in the form in 
which they have been refuted by Sankara. 

Moreover, that the Vedanta-Sutras were known to 
exist before Buddha can also be made out from the 
Giti. The date of the Gita and the original Maha- 
bhirata, of which the Gita is a part, can be fixed before 
the time of Buddha. Both of them are pre-Buddhistic, 
for they contain no reference to Buddha and Buddhism. 
Quotations from both are found in Bodhdyana who 
belongs to 400 b.g. The language of the Giti also 
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seems to belong to a period before Pdnini. He is also 
conversant with the epic characters. So we can well 
say that the Gita and the Mahibharata were known 
before Buddha. Now we find a clear reference to the 
Brahma-Sutras, in Gita 13. 4, where the word ‘Brahma- 
Sutra-padaih’ occurs. This is a definite reference to the 
Vedanta-Sutras. The full text runs as follows: “This 
has been sung by the Rishis in various ways and in 
different metres and definitely and logically by the 
words of the Brahma-Sutras.” Tilak argues in his Gita- 
Rahasya that the first half refers to teachings which are 
disconnected and unsystematic and therefore refers to 
the Upanishads, while the later half to something 
definite and logical—a difference that is clearly 
brought out by this stanza and therefore refers to the 
systematized thought in the Vedanta-Sutras. Max 
Muller too is of opinion that the Vedanta-Sutras 
belong to an earlier period than the Gita^ and in the 
text just quoted he finds a clear reference to the recog¬ 
nized title of the Vedanta or Brahma-Sutras.^ Indian 
commentators on the Gita like Ramanuja, Madhva 
and others identify the Vedanta-Sutras in this passage 
of the Gita. 

But if the Vedanta-Sutras be of an earlier date than 
the Gita, how could it contain references to the Gita ? In 
Sutras 2. 3. 45 and 4. 2. 21 all the commentators quote 
the same text of the Gita, and there seems to be no 
doubt that they are right. These cross references show 
that the author of the Gita had a hand in the present 
recension of the Sutras. This is also made clear by the 
rejection of the fourfold Vyuha of the Bhagavatas both 

^The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, p. 113. 

*Ibid. p. 118. 
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by the Gita and the Sutras and the great predomi¬ 
nance given to the S^nkhya school in both. The Git^ 
accepts the Sankhya view of creation but modifies it 
to some extent and makes the Pradhina subservient 
to the Supreme Brahman which is non-dual. In the 
Vedanta-Sutras also the author refutes the dualism of 
the Sankhyas. Otherwise he has no objection to accept¬ 
ing the Pradhana or Prakriti as a principle dependent 
on the Supreme Lord {vide 1.4. 2-3). Sankara in his 
Bhashya on these Sutras makes this quite clear. 

From what has been said above we find that there 
are strong grounds for believing that the Vedanta- 
Sutras must have existed before Buddha and that if 
Badarayana and Veda-Vyasa are not one and the same 
person as tradition holds, the latter must have had a 
hand in the present recension of the Sutras, though it 
is very difficult to say to what extent—whether it was 
by way of merely revising the original Sutras of Badara¬ 
yana or writing them down in toto after the teachings 
of Badarayana. 

COMMENTATORS ON THE BRAHMA-SUTRAS 

It has already been shown that the Brahma-Sutras 
of Badarayana somehow gained prominence and popu¬ 
larity and as a result all the great Achdryas have written 
commentaries on it. The oldest of extant commen¬ 
taries is by Sankara, the exponent of Monism. A Vritti 
by Upavarsha is mentioned by Sankara and Bhaskara 
and a Vritti by Bodhiyana is referred to and often 
quoted by Ramanuja in his Sri Bhishya. Sankara does 
not refer to Bodhayana. According to Veddnta Desika 
the two are one person. Unfortunately this work of 
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Bodhdyana is not available now. Raminuja quotes 
also from the Dramida Bhishya which evidently be¬ 
longs to the Bhakti cult of Southern India. Sankara 
was followed by a host of commentators on these 
Sutras—Yadava Prakasha, Bh^skara, Vijnina Bhikshu, 
R^minuja, Nilakantha, Sripati, Nimbarka, Madhva, 
Vallabha and Baladeva. There are even some recent 
commentaries, though of not much value. All these 
try to maintain that their system is the one that Badari- 
yana propounded through his Sutras, 

At present, however, only five of these great com¬ 
mentators have a large following—Sankara, the ex¬ 
ponent of Monism; Ramanuja, the exponent of Visi- 
shtidvaita or qualified Monism; Nimbarka, the expo¬ 
nent of Bhedabhedavada or the theory of difference 
and non-difference; Madhva, the exponent of Dual¬ 
ism; and Vallabha, the exponent of Suddhidvaita- 
v4da. All of these systems seem to be based on the 
views of one or other of the ancient Vedanta schools 
which we find Bidarayana referring to in his Sutras. 

A question may be raised how the same work could 
have given rise to so many conflicting schools of 
thought. The reasons are many. In the first place the 
brevity of the Sutras leaves much to be supplied by the 
commentators, and in the absence of a universally 
accepted unbroken tradition each is free to do this 
according to his own preconceived ideas. Sometimes 
even without supplying anything the same Sutra is 
capable of being interpreted differently and even con¬ 
veying quite the opposite meaning {e,g, Sankara and 
Riminuja on 3.2. 11) by the mere shifting of the stops. 
Again, while there is a tradition which is accepted 
more or less by all as regards the arrangement into 
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chapters and sections, there is no such accepted tradi¬ 
tion as regards the division into Adhikaranas (topics), 
nor is there anything authoritative to guide us as to 
which Sutras form the Purvapaksha or the prima facie 
view and which give the Siddhanta or the author’s 
view. So every one is free to divide the Sutras into 
topics according to his own choice and regard any 
Sutras as giving the author’s view. Then again, the 
Sutras do not give any reference as to which texts of 
the scriptures are being discussed and as a result the 
commentator is free to select any texts from that vast 
repertory, so much so that it often happens that differ¬ 
ent commentators see different topics discussed in 
the same set of Sutras. Added to all this is the difficulty 
that Badarayana is often silent as regards his own 
decision and that on fundamental questions. He merely 
gives the views of different Vedantins and ends the 
topic {vide 1.4.20-22). 

The five great commentators more or less agree 
on certain points, especially where the author attacks 
the principles of the non-Vedantic schools. All of 
them agree that Brahman is the cause of this world 
and that knowledge of It leads to final emancipation 
which is the goal to be attained; also that Brahman can 
be known only through the scriptures and not through 
mere reasoning. But they differ amongst themselves as 
to the nature of this Brahman, Its causality with respect 
to this world, the relation of the individual soul to It 
and the condition of the soul in the state of release. 

Brahman, according to Sankara, is attributeless, 
immutable, Pure Intelligence. Isvara, according to 
him, is a product of M4y^—the highest reading of the 
Nirguna Brahmai. by the individualized soul. The 
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world is a Vivarta or apparent transformation through 
Mkyk of the Nirguna Brahman but not in reality. The 
Jiva in reality is all-pervading and identical with 
Brahman, though as individualized by its Upidhi 
(adjunct), the internal organ, it regards itself as atomic, 
as an agent, and as a part of the Lord. The knowers of 
the Nirguna Brahman attain It directly and have not 
to go by ‘‘the path of the gods*’. It is the knowers of 
the Saguna Brahman that go by that path to Brahma- 
loka from where they do not return but attain Brah¬ 
man at the end of the cycle. Knowledge is the only 
means to Liberation. 

To R^m^nuja and the other commentators Brah¬ 
man is not attributeless but an essentially Personal 
God possessing infinite benign attributes. They hold 
that though personality as we experience it in man is 
limited, it need not be invariably connected with per¬ 
sonality as Sankara thinks, so as to contradict infinity. 
They do not accept the May^ doctrine, for to them the 
world is real, and so they accept that the world is pro¬ 
duced from Brahman. Madhva, however, accepts It 
only as the efficient cause and not as the material cause 
also. The Jiva, according to them, is really atomic, an 
agent, and a part of the Lord. The knower of Brahman 
goes by the path of the gods to Brahmaloka where 
he attains Brahman and does not return to this mortal 
world. They do not make any distinction of higher and 
lower knowledge like Sankara. According to them 
Bhakti is the chief means to Liberation, and not Jnana. 

Thus to all of them Brahman, the world, and the 
souls are all realities. Ramanuja integrates the three 
into one organic whole and says that Brahman has 
for Its body the other two, Nimbarka integrates 
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the three by his Bhedabhedavida, ue, the relation of 
the sentient and insentient world with Brahman is one 
of difference and non-difference. Madhva, a thorough¬ 
going dualist, regards these three as quite independent, 
eternal entities, though Brahman is the ruler of the 
other two. To Vallabha the world and the souls are 
Brahman Itself, They are real and their relation to 
Brahman is one of identity, as that of parts to a whole.^ 

Sankara’s interpretation of the sutras 

There is a strong opinion current amongst scholars 
today that whatever be the merit of Sankara’s meta¬ 
physical doctrines considered by themselves or even as 
doctrines elucidating the teachings of the Upanishads, 
he is not faithful to Badarayana in his interpretation 
of the Sutras. They hold that Badarayana was ignorant 
of a twofold Brahman and consequently of a twofold 
knowledge; that he was not aware of the doctrine of 
Maya and so did not hold that the world was unreal, 
but that Brahman underwent a real change into this 
world-order; and that the Sutras do not hold the view 
of absolute identity of the individual soul and Brah¬ 
man. In short their view is that the system of Bidara- 
yana is a theistic system which has more affinities with 
the systems of Ramanuja and Nimb^rka than with 
Sankara’s pure Non-dualism. This view is nothing 
new. Bh^kara at the beginning of his commentary 
on the Sutras accuses Sankara of this very thing. But 
at the same time we can also cite Sandilya, the author 
of the Bhakti-Sutras, who in Sutra 30 of his work re- 

^For details, see the various BH&shyas on Sutras 1.1.2, 1.4.23s 
26, 2.1.26-28, 2.3.18-53 3.2,11-30, 4.2.12-14 and 4.4.1-7. 
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fers to Bidariyana as a Monist, which shows that 
the view that BadarS^yana was an Abhedavadin was 
prevalent in ancient days, even as early as the Sutra 
period. 

It is not possible to deal with such a controversial 
subjct in a short Introduction like this. All the same 
we shall take some salient points connected with this 
discussion and try to see how far such a criticism against 
Sankara is justified. At the outset, however, it is fair to 
admit that at places Sankara’s interpretations seem to 
be far-fetched; but this is by no means a defect of his 
Bhashya alone but of all the other extant Bhashyas as 
well. Moreover, in such a critical study we shall not 
gain much if we follow the letter of the Sutras, missing 
the general spirit of the work as a whole. It is possible 
to give a consistent interpretation of the Sutras 
by following the letter of the Sutras and at the 
same time miss the general spirit of the work as a 
whole. 


“The Sruti texts give rise to a wrong view if they are 
not studied as one connected whole”—in other words 
the letter often kills the spirit. 

Sutra 2 aims at a Nirguna Brahman: 

To start with, let us take the definition of Brahman 
given by Bidarayana in Sutra 2. Sutra 1 says that 
Brahman is to be inquired into, for the knowledge of 
It leads to Moksha (Liberation). The next Sutra defines 
Brahman and so naturally we have to understand that 
the Brahman the knowledge of which gives Moksha is 
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defined here. As such we get a Saguna Brahman as the 
subject-matter of the Sastra and not the Nirguna 
Brahman of Sankara which is Existence, Knowledge, 
Bliss Absolute. So it appears that the author at the 
very beginning of the work precludes any chance of 
Sankara’s doctrine being read in his Sutras, But let 
us investigate into the matter a little and see whether 
it is actually so. 

After the statement in Sutra 1 that Brahman is to be 
known, naturally the question about the nature of 
Brahman arises. The Sutrakara (aphorist) here anti¬ 
cipates an objection that Brahman cannot be defined 
at all. For whatever we cognize in this world is limited 
and as such cannot be a characteristic of Brahman 
which is infinite. A limited thing cannot define an un¬ 
limited tiling. Nor can any characteristic which is 
absolutely beyond our experience, like Reality etc., 
define Brahman, for it is only a well-known charac¬ 
teristic that defines a thing and distinguishes it from 
other things. Again the scriptures cannot define Brah¬ 
man, for being absolutely unique It cannot be ex¬ 
pressed in speech. Thus in the absence of any defini¬ 
tion Brahman cannot be a thing worth inquiring into 
and cannot serve any human purpose. To refute all 
such objections the Sutrakara defines Brahman in 
Sutra 2. Granted that the world we experience cannot 
define Brahman as being a quality of It or as being 
identical with It, yet the quality of being the (supposed) 
cause of the world may indicate It. “Birth etc.” men¬ 
tioned in the Sutra define Brahman per accidens. Though 
they inhere in the world and do not pertain to Brah¬ 
man, the causality connected therewith pertains to 
Brahman and theieforc the definition holds good. This 



INTRODUCTION 


xvii 


causality indicates Brahman even as the snake indi¬ 
cates the rope when we say that that which is the 
snake is the rope, where the rope is indicated by the 
snake owing to the illusory connection between the 
two. This definition, therefore, actually aims at the 
Nirguna Brahman and cannot be taken as a definition 
of the Saguna Brahman.^ 

Again the Sutra refers to the Taittiriya text, “That 
from which these beings arc born.... That is Brahman’* 
etc, (3.1) and the word ‘that’ here refers to the Brah¬ 
man defined as Existence, Knowledge, and Infinite in 
the immediately preceding section, the Ananda Valli. 
Therefore from this text itself we get at the real nature 
of Brahman. 

Yet it may be questioned why the author should give 
an indirect definition of Brahman instead of defining 
It in Its real nature as, “Existence, Knowledge, Bliss 
is Brahman.” The answer is that the author has followed 
here the universally accepted principle of taking a 
student step by step from a lower to a higher truth, from 
a grosser to a subtler one. It is indeed by first pointing 
to the end of the branch of a tree that one points out 
the moon to the child. Similarly, first Brahman as the 
Cause is distinguished from this world of products, and 
finally by saying that from Bliss this universe is born. 
It is differentiated from other probable causes like 
atoms, the Pradhana, etc. In this way finally Brah¬ 
man’s real nature as distinguished from everything 
else is described. The aspirant whose mind is turned 
away from the world of the senses first comprehends 
Brahman as the cause of the world. Though in Itself 
as the Inner Self Brahman is immediate, yet we have 

^ Bhimati and Ratnaprabhd on Sankara’s comments on Sutra 2. 
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the idea that It is remote. Hence the Sruti first teaches 
that Brahman is the cause of the world, and then 
to remove this false notion of remoteness it teaches 
that It is one with the Inner Self. So long as this iden¬ 
tity is not realized, It appears to be the cause of the 
world. 

That Bliss which admits of no difference is Brahman 
we learn from the Chhandogya Upanishad. “The 
Bhuman (Infinite) only is Bliss. This Infinite we must 
desire to understand” (7. 23. 1). What is this Infinite 
which is called Bliss? The Upanishad explains: “Where 
one sees nothing else, hears nothing else, understands 
nothing else, that is the Infinite. Where one sees some¬ 
thing else, hears something else, understands some¬ 
thing else, that is the finite. The Infinite is immortal, 
the finite is mortal” {Ibid. 7. 24. 1). This non-dual Bliss 
is the Infinite, the Brahman defined in Ananda Valli 
as Existence, Knowledge, Infinite is Brahman, and 
from this all creation springs—so understood Bhrigu, 
the son of Varuna. 

Again the Taitliriya text, “That from which all 
beings are born.... Try to know that. That is Brah¬ 
man,” aims at defining a non-dual Brahman as the 
only reality and does not define a Saguna Brahman. 
It defines Brahman as the efficient and also as the 
material cause of the universe, since It is the place of 
dissolution of the world. Being the material cause of 
everything. It is the basic reality behind everything 
and this gives rise to the intuition that Brahman is 
non-dual and that everything else is unreal. Its being 
the efficient cause also establishes the fact that It is 
non-dual, as it precludes anything else being such an 
efficient cause. Thus this definition, which is but one. 
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qualifies per accidens the non-dual Brahman as both the 
efficient and material cause of the universe. This 
material causality of Brahman which is non-dual, im¬ 
mutable Intelligence cannot be one of origination, as 
by primeval atoms by whose combination something 
new is created; nor can it be one of modification, as 
of the Pradhina of the S4nkhyas. It is through Vivarta 
or apparent modification through Maya or Nescience 
that Brahman is transformed into this universe. This 
universe is therefore illusory.^ That this is in accordance 
with Badarayana’s view is made clear by the fact that 
he uses the word ‘Sat’ as a characteristic epithet to 
denote Brahman which he would not have done if he 
had considered the Jivas and the world also real like 
Brahman {vide Sutra 2.3.9). The word ‘Sat’ here is 
interpreted by all commentators to denote Brahman. 

Thus we find that this definition is given by BidarA- 
yana to indicate a Nirguna (attributeless) and Nir- 
visesha (absolute) Brahman and not a Saguna Brah¬ 
man and he has selected a significant text from the 
wide range of scriptural texts for defining his Brahman. 

Is Brahman the real or apparent cause of the worldl 

Now let us take up the Sutras about the causality 
of Brahman, viz* Sutras 1.4.23-27 and Sutra 2. 1. 14. 
Before that let us have a brief summary of the work up 
to 2. 1. 14. After defining Brahman in Sutra 2 the 
Sutrakara from 1.1.5 to 1.4.13 and in 1.4.23-27 
shows that all the scriptural texts teach that Brahman is 
both the efficient and the material cause of the universe, 
refuting the S^nkhyas in 1.1.5-11 and in 1.4.1-13. 
Sutras 1.4, 14-22 refute the S4nkhyan objection that 

^ SiddhUntalesha, Brahmalakshanavich^a. 
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there are contradictions in the Sruti texts with respect 
to the First Cause. Finally Sutra 28 says that by what 
has been said against the Sankhyas the others also are 
refuted. Sutras 2. 1. 1-2 reject the authority of the 
Sinkhya and Yoga Smritis as against the scriptures. 
Sutras 4-11 answer through reasoning without the aid 
of texts the Sankhyan objection based on reasoning 
that Brahman cannot be the material cause of the 
world, for It and the world are of different nature and 
as such the relation of cause and effect cannot exist 
between them. Sutra 12 refutes the validity of reason¬ 
ing in matters transcendental and thus refutes all 
schools which arrive at their doctrines through rea¬ 
soning. Sutra 13 answers another objection of the 
Sankhyas that if Brahman be the material cause, then 
there would result non-distinction between enjoyer and 
things enjoyed, a fact established by experience. The 
Sutra refutes it saying that such a difference can exist 
in non-different things even as we have waves, foam, 
etc. in the sea and so the Vedantic doctrine cannot be 
set aside on the ground of contradiction to our ex¬ 
perience. Now, duality and non-duality cannot exist 
in one and the same thing, for they are mutually contra¬ 
dictory. The example of the sea and the waves would 
be apt if Brahman had aspects, but non-dual reality 
does not admit of such aspects. Moreover, Sutra 13 
has not established the truth of the scriptural state¬ 
ment, “By the knowledge of the one everything else is 
known” which was referred to in Sutra 1.4.23. To 
establish these two things Sutras 14-20 declare that 
the effects are in reality non-different from the cause, 
i.e, they have no existence apart from the causc.^ 
^Sankara on Sutra 14. 
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Non-difFerence here does not mean identity but that 
there is no difference.^ In other words the two, Brah¬ 
man and the world, have not the same grade of reality,^ 
That is what is meant. If the world is something differ¬ 
ent from Brahman, it would contradict such Sruti 
texts as, ‘‘All this was but the Self” (Brih. 1.4. 1., 
1.4. 17). Again if the world is real, it would contradict 
texts like, “There is nothing whatsoever here” (Brih. 
4.4.19). Therefore the world is non-different from 
Brahman. But identity is not what is meant by non¬ 
difference, for this is impossible between the world 
and Brahman, they being mutually different in nature. 
Hence non-difference means that it has no existence 
apart from Brahman, it precludes difference. The 
denial of identity, however, docs not establish the 
difference of the world and Brahman, but establishes 
the apparent identity or the illusory nature of the 
world, even as the illusory snake is seen in the rope. 
This is what the Chhandogya text 6.1. 4 tries to teach. 
Thus only by the knowledge of one thing can every¬ 
thing be known, on any other assumption it would be 
impossible to establish it. The non-difference of the 
world from Brahman being established, the question 
naturally arises that Brahman would then be respon¬ 
sible for creating evil for the Jiva which is one with It. 
This is answered in Sutras 2.1.21-23. Sutras 24-25 
show how Brahman, though destitute of materials 
and instruments, yet is the cause of the world even as 
milk turns into curds without any extraneous help. 
The example cited raises a fresh objection in Sutra 26 
that Brahman cannot at the same time be both immu- 

^BhSmati on Sutra 14. 

* Siddh&ntalesha, Brahmak&ranatvavichara. 
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table and be transformed into the world. Against this 
Sutra 27 says that the Sruti states both these views and 
so they have to be accepted, as the Sruti is the only 
authority with respect to Brahman. As to how these 
two views are to be reconciled, Sutra 28 says that even 
as in the individual soul diverse creation exists in 
dream state without marring its indivisibility, so also 
this world springs from Brahman. This example which 
is cited is very significant as it shows that Badarayana 
was quite familiar with Mayavida—that he considered 
this world unreal in a higher sense even as the dream 
world is Maya (3.2.3). These two Sutras together 
with Sutras 2. 3. 50 and 3. 2. 18 show that he viewed 
the world as unreal. The subsequent Sutras establish 
that Brahman through M^ya possesses all powers 
necessary for creation and so on. 

In the above summary we find how logically and 
consistently Sankara has interpreted the Sutras which 
leaves no room for dispute as to what Badarayana 
meant in these Sutras. 

Thus in the whole of Chapter I and Section 1 of 
Chapter II Badarayana establishes the efficient and 
material causality of Brahman and in this his oppo¬ 
nents are primarily the Sankhyas who deny Its mate¬ 
rial causality. As they also quote the scriptures often 
in their support, they are the foremost opponents in 
Badarayana’s view. He disposes of others by saying 
that they too are refuted by these arguments. Sankara 
also, as shown above, has in Ch. I, Sec. 4 and Ch. II, 
Sec. 1 consistently interpreted the Sutras as directed 
against the Sinkhyas or as answering their objections. 

Some critics of Sankara, however, think that the 
reasoning employed by the aphorist against the S4n- 



INTRODUCTION 


• « • 
XXlli 

khyas in Sutras 4-11 of Gh. II, Sec. 1, especially Sutra 
6, would be hardly appropriate from Sankara’s point 
of view, for according to him the world springs not 
from Brahman as Intelligence, but in so far as It is 
associated with Maya. Similarly Sutra 24 which says 
that Brahman transforms Itself into the world like 
mflk would be inappropriate if the world were unreal; 
Sutra 1.4. 23 where Brahman is said to be the material 
and efficient cause of the world does not say that 
Brahman is the material cause through Maya; on the 
other hand Sutra 1.4.26 uses the word ‘Parinamat’ 
to show how Brahman is changed into the world. 

This criticism does not seem to be relevant. In 
Sutras 2.1.4-11 the Sankhyas’ objection against the 
Vedantic doctrine of the material causality of Brah¬ 
man is answered. Here the author is concerned only 
with establishing Brahman as the material cause and 
thus refuting the dualism of the Sankhyas who posit 
an independent principle, the Pradhana, as the First 
Cause, and not with the true nature of this causality. 
Up to Sutra 13 he refutes the objection from the San¬ 
khyas’ own realistic standpoint. His own view as to the 
true significance of the causality is established in 
Sutra 14. It is not true that Sankara holds that Brah¬ 
man as Pure Intelligence is not the material cause, 
but only as endowed with Maya. Brahman or Pure 
Intelligence as such is the material cause of the world as 
Sutra 1.4.23 says. But because of this, we cannot 
expect the effect, the world, to be similar to the cause 
in all respects. This is made clear by Sankara in his 
commentary on Sutra 2. 1. 6 where he says that they 
cannot be similar in all respects, for if they were, 
then there would be nothing like cause and effect, 

3 
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nor would they be called by different names. What is 
essential for establishing the relation of cause and effect 
is that some qualities of the cause must be found in 
the effect also, and this is satisfied in the case of Brah¬ 
man and the world. Everything in this world exists 
and this quality is obtained from Brahman which is 
Existence; everything is also illumined by Intelligence 
which is Brahman. So Sutra 1.4.23 which says that 
Brahman as Intelligence is the cause is not contradicted 
according to Sankara’s view. This Sutra further says, 
“This view not contradicting the proposition and illus¬ 
tration cited in Ghh. 6.1,4.” In what sense the 
material causality of Brahman as Intelligence does not 
contradict this enunciation, is shown by the aphorist in 
2.1. 14. From these Sutras Sankara says that both Brah¬ 
man and Maya are the cause of the world. Brahman 
through Vivarta, and Maya through Parinama; and 
the qualities of both are found in the effect, the world, 
as we gather from our cognition of a pot, ‘The pot 
exists,’ ‘The pot is inert’ where as existence the pot is 
identical with Brahman which is existence itself, and 
as inert it is identical with M^ya which is inert. Every¬ 
thing in this world has five elements in its make-up, 
viz^ Asti, Bh^ti, Priya, Nama, and Rupa, the former 
three have Brahman for its material cause correspond¬ 
ing to the three factors. Existence, Intelligence and 
Bliss, and the last two consist of Maya and are unreal. 
No doubt the aphorist takes the Parinama view as a 
workable basis in refuting the Sankhyas. But we have 
already said that it is a well established principle of 
Indian teachers to take the aspirant step by step to 
the final truth. So B^darayana, by taking the Pari- 
nima view-point in his earlier Sutras where Brahman 
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is referred to as the Cause and establishing Vivarta 
in 2.1.14, has only followed this universally accepted 
method. That the author is not for Parinimavida is 
made clear by him in Sutras 26-28. Sutra 28 clearly 
establishes the unreality of the world, it being illusory 
like the dream world. 

Coming to Ramanuja’s commentary, we find that 
he is not so logical or consistent as Sankara. According 
to him Brahman has for Its body the entire universe 
with all its sentient and insentient beings in all Its states. 
When the souls and matter are in the subtle state, 
Brahman is in the causal condition and when they are 
in the gross state It is in the effect state. The effect, ue, 
the world, is thus seen to be non-different from the 
cause, ue, the Supreme Brahman (vide Sri Bh^shya, 
Sutras 1. 4. 27 and 2. 1.15). Badarayana does not seem 
to hold this view, for nowhere does he say that Brah¬ 
man has for Its body the souls and matter. Even if 
2. 3.43 should mean that the souls are the body of 
Brahman, there is no similar Sutra to show that matter 
too is Its body. Moreover, if Brahman is the material 
cause of the world through Its insentient part only, as 
the above view leads to, then Sutra 1.4. 23 which says 
that Brahman as Intelligence is the material cause 
would be contradicted and Sutras 2.1.26-28 also would 
be useless, for the question of the whole of Brahman 
passing over into the world does not arise at all. Nor 
can the relation of cause and effect exist between 
Brahman in the causal and the effect state for it is the 
same Brahman in either case. Even if such a relation¬ 
ship be granted, it would make Sutras 2. 1.4-6 mean¬ 
ingless, for there can be no difference of nature in 
Brahman in the two states as between Brahman and 
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the world—the sentient and the insentient. Rimdnuja 
directs Sutra 14 against the Vaiseshikas, but we do not 
find the author making anybody else but the Sankhyas 
the opponents. The rest he disposes of by saying that the 
arguments against the Sankhyas refute others also {vide 
1,4. 28 and 2. 1. 12). The interpretation of Sutra 2.1.28 
by Ramanuja is very far-fetched. His explanation that 
because things possess different qualities owing to the 
difference in their essential nature. Brahman which is 
unique can possess qualities beyond our experience, is 
not to the point, while Sankara’s interpretation is very 
happy as it gives us an idea as to how it is possible for 
Brahman to create the world and yet remain immu¬ 
table. Moreover, Ramanuja has not explained in 
Sutras 26-28 the contradiction in the Sruti texts, 
while Sankara’s interpretation reconciles the contra¬ 
diction through reasoning, and such reasoning as is not 
against the Sruti texts is quite acceptable to all Vedan- 
tins; in fact that is what the author proposes to do in 
this Uttara Mimams^ work of his. 

Coming to Nimbarka, his line of argument on these 
Sutras relating to the causality of Brahman is to estab¬ 
lish the Bhedabheda doctrine. Sutra 2. 1. 13 he inter¬ 
prets first like Sankara. But in Sutra 14 the word 
he interprets as ^ ‘not 

absolutely different’. That is, the effect is not absolutely 
different from the cause: it has no separate existence 
from Brahman. Thus from Sutra 13 which says that 
Brahman and the Jiva are different, Sutras 4-6 which 
say that the insentient world is different from It and 
Sutra 14 which says that they have no separate exist¬ 
ence apart from Brahman, Nimbarka concludes that 
between Brahman and the sentient and insentient 
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world there is difference as well as non-difference. But 
such a thing in one and the same entity is impossible. 
The Chhandogya text says that the clay alone is real 
and not the things made of clay, for they are mere 
names, unreal. Take for example a clay pot: when we 
cognize it as a pot we are not conscious of its being 
clay and when we cognize it as clay we miss the pot, 
though both these aspects are inherent in it. So we 
have to conclude that its nature is illusory, for it is not 
cognized as what it is. That which is non-different 
from a thing and yet appears to be different and which 
depends upon the non-difference for its existence can¬ 
not but be illusory. So between the pot and the clay, 
the latter alone is real and not the pot. Similar is the 
case with Brahman and the world. Brahman alone is 
real and the world is unreal. “When all this is but the 
Self, how could one see another?” (Brih. 2.4.14). 
Chhandogya 6.16 calls one who secs variety as false- 
minded and the one who sees unity as true-minded. 
But to people who are in ignorance both difference and 
non-difference seem to be real, the unity being under¬ 
stood through the scriptures and variety through direct 
perception. This is only a relative or Vyavaharika 
state. The truth is unity. Therefore Nimbarka’s view 
cannot be correct. 

Does Bddardyana accept the Pdnchardtra view ? 

In Section 2 of Chapter II the author takes the 
offensive. So long he was on the defensive. In the 
whole of this section he refutes through reasoning alone, 
without recourse to the Sruti texts, the various schools 
of philosophy of the time. In this Section he refutes 
those schools of thought that were regarded by the 
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orthodox section as outside the sphere of the Vedas. We 
have enough references in ancient works like the Mah^- 
bharata and some of the Puranas that all these schools 
refuted in Section 2 by the author were so regarded. The 
Siva Mahimnah Stotra contains the verse 

which shows that Sankhya, 
Yoga, rasupata and Vaishnava (which includes Pin- 
charatra) schools of thought were regarded as different 
from or the Vcdic religion with its two branches, 
Karmakanda and Jnanakanda. Moreover, we find 
that in many works of the Pincharatra school the 
Vedas are held in contempt. Sankara himself quotes 
such a text. The scholiasts Govindananda and Ananda- 
giri also quote similar texts. Therefore they must 
have been definitely regarded by the ancients as out¬ 
side the pale of the Vedas and we cannot reasonably 
expect Badarayana to have accepted their view as his 
final conclusion in a work meant to systematize the 
orthodox thought of the Upanishads. Of course, to 
that portion which does not contradict the Vedas he 
has no objection; nor has Sankara, as he has made it 
clear in his Bhashya on Sutras 42 and 43. Ramanuja, 
however, secs in Sutras 44 and 45 the acceptance of 
the Pancharatra doctrine by a refutation of the objec¬ 
tions raised against it in Sutras 42-43. But his interpreta¬ 
tions arc stretched. Sutra 45 he twists to mean, “And 
because the creation of the soul is contradicted by this 
Sastra,” saying thereby that the question raised in 
Sutra 42 as to the creation of the soul does not arise at 
all, as this school does not hold the view. The way in 
which this Sutra is stretched by R^m&nuja can easily 
be seen by comparing it with Sutra 10 where Bidari- 
yana uses the same wording, “And on account of con- 
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tradiction,” etc. to mean that contradiction in the 
S&nkhya system makes it unacceptable to the wise. 
This seems to be the Sutrak^ra’s view here also. Dr. 
Thibaut thinks, “It would not be unnatural proceed¬ 
ing to close the polemical section with a defence of that 
doctrine which in spite of objections has to be viewed 
as the true one.*’ But that being the purpose of the 
whole work itself, wc cannot reasonably think that 
the author establishes his doctrine in these two Sutras. 
Moreover, no other commentator sees the acceptance 
of the Pancharatra doctrine in this topic. Vallabha 
follows Sankara. Nimbarka sees the refutation of Sakti- 
vdda in the topic. He is therefore consistent in that. He 
regards the whole of Section 2 as being devoted to a 
refutation of views not acceptable to the author. He 
accepts the Pancharatra system and so he finds some 
other subject in this topic, though on this account his 
interpretation is not happy. But if Vyasa had any hand 
in this work as already shown, then we cannot but 
sec the refutation of the Pancharatra system in these 
Sutras, for wc find that he does not accept this doctrine 
even in his Gita. 

The Jiva’s real nature: 

Now we come to Sutras 2. 3. 16-53 which deal with 
the nature of the soul and its relation to Brahman. All 
except Sankara interpret these Sutras to mean that the 
soul is atomic, an agent, and a part of the Lord. 
Sankara alone says that the atomicity, agency, and 
being a part are not the Jiva’s real nature, but its 
nature as a Samsarin (transmigrating entity) and that 
in reality it is all-pervasive and identical with Brahman. 

The author defines Brahman as the cause etc. of this 
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world of sentient and insentient things in Sutra 2, 
referring to the Taittiriya text, “That out of which all 
these creatures are born” etc. (3. 1). It is clear, there¬ 
fore, that the world of sentient and insentient things has 
sprung from Brahman. Hence the Jivas too have sprung 
from the Lord. But in Sutra 17 the author says that 
the individual soul is not produced. Thus he contradicts 
his definition and also the enunciation of the scriptures 
that “by the knowledge of one thing everything else 
is known” (Chh. 6. 1). The Sutrakara at every place 
makes this enunciation the corner-stone of his argu¬ 
ment. So we have to reconcile it and the author’s 
definition of Brahman with his statement in Sutra 17 
which drives us to the conclusion that the Jiva as such, 
as a Sams^rin, is an effect, but in its real nature it is 
eternal and identical with Brahman. That the nature 
of Jiva as we experience it is unreal is made clear by 
him in Sutra 16. What originates is its connection 
with its adjuncts, gross and subtle, which is unreal. 
From this standpoint it is also clear why the author 
treats the question of the Jiva’s nature and its relation 
to Brahman in this section which reconciles con¬ 
tradictions in the Sruti texts with respect to creation. 
There arc different statements about the nature of 
the Jiva also and these he reconciles in this section, 
showing thereby that in its real nature it is not created 
and is identical with Brahman, but as a Samsarin 
it is an effect, atomic, an agent, and a part of Brahman. 
Even as Isvara or Brahman limited by Nescience is not 
eternal, so is the Jiva limited by the body, mind, etc. 
not eternal, but in its true nature it is eternal. Bereft 
of their Up^dhis both are Pure Intelligence and iden¬ 
tical. That is why the Taittiriya Upanishad after 
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saying, “Existence, Knowledge, Infinite is Brahman” 
(2.1) says, “From That verily—from this Self—^is the 
ether born” etc. (2.1), thus identifying the self as 
bereft of all its Upadhis with Brahman. Taittiriya 2. f 
and 3. 1 cited by the Sutrakara in his definition of 
Brahman all refer to the same Pure Intelligence. Thus 
the one ‘Existence, Knowledge, Infinite’ wliich is Pure 
Intelligence, reflected in Nescience is Isvara, and re¬ 
flected in the Antahkarana (internal organ) is the 
Jiva, which is borne out by the scriptural statement, 
“This Jiva has the effect for the adjunct and Isvara 
has the cause for the adjunct” (Sukarahasya Up. 2. 12). 
This seems to be the true view-point which has guided 
the aphorist in framing the Sutras of Section 3, Chap¬ 
ter II and in which sense Sankara also has interpreted 
them. The enunciation also is not contradicted accord¬ 
ing to this interpretation. 

According to Ramanuja, the souls are really effects 
of Brahman but have existed in It from all eternity as a 
mode or Prakara of Brahman. So also have the ele¬ 
ments. Yet the latter are said to originate, as at the 
time of creation they undergo an essential change of 
nature. But the souls do not undergo such a change, 
they are always cognizing agents, but at the time of 
creation there is an expansion of their intelligence and 
in this sense alone, i.e, in the sense that there is no 
essential change in their nature at creation, are the 
souls said to be not created {vide Sri Bhashya 2. 3. 18) 
while the elements which undergo change in their 
essential nature are said to be created. Badarayana 
nowhere says that the souls and Prakriti which form 
the body of Brahman are Its effects; nor does he any¬ 
where declare such a difference between the souls and 
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the elements. Again, according to Riminuja, Brahman 
means not pure Being but as qualified by the souls and 
matter for Its body. This very conception of Brahman 
establishes that the relation between the souls and 
Brahman is as between a quality and the thing quali¬ 
fied and consequently 2. 3. 43 is redundant if the word 
‘part’ there should be interpreted to convey this idea. 

Ramanuja sees a refutation of Advaita in Sutras 
50-53. This does not seem to be intelligible at all, for 
the Advaitins do not say that the Jiva is all-pervading 
in its relative state. It is so in the state of release. San¬ 
kara makes it clear that the Jiva as such is limited and 
subject to injunctions and prohibitions, through its 
connection with a gross body (2. 3. 48), and that even 
after the gross body falls, on account of its finer Upa- 
dhis, the Antahkarana etc. which accompany it even 
after death (4. 2. 1-6), it still continues to be individ¬ 
ualized (2. 3. 30), and so there is no confusion in fruits 
of actions done in the gross body (2. 3.49 and 50). It is 
only when this Upadhi also, which being something 
created and not eternal {vide 2.4) and therefore liable 
to destruction, is rent asunder, that the Jiva attains 
its real nature and is all-pervading. As such, Rama¬ 
nuja’s refutation of Advaita falls flat. Sankara’s inter¬ 
pretation of these Sutras on the other hand is happy. 
The Sutrakara, having established that the Jiva in its 
relative state is atomic and an agent but in reality all- 
pervading, refutes the view of those who hold that the 
Jivas are many and all-pervading in their relative 
state itself. Nimbarka and Vallabha also see the same 
subject in this topic which shows that Ramanuja’s 
attempt to refute Advaita is far-fetched and not at all 
what the Sutrakira (aphorist) means. 
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Nimb^rka too regards the Jivas and Prakriti as 
effects of Brahman; but while matter undergoes further 
modification after creation, the souls do not and in 
this sense the soul is said to be eternal by him also. 
Such a view stands refuted by the same arguments as 
are applied against Ramanuja’s view. Coming to 
Sutra 43 which says the Jiva is different as well as 
non-different from Brahman, it has already been 
shown by Sankara in 2. 1. 14 that such a thing is not 
possible in the same entity and that non-difference 
alone is real. 

Let us now conclude this topic by considering the 
reasonableness or otherwise of taking Sutras 19-28 as 
the decisive view of the author. According to this view 
the soul is atomic, for the Sruti declares it to be so (Mu. 
3. 1.9) and other texts mention its passing out of the 
body, going to heaven, etc. But then the Sruti also 
describes the Supreme Self as atomic in texts like, 
“Smaller than a grain of rice, smaller than a grain of 
barley” etc. (Chh. 3. 14,3). So how can we say that 
the Jiva alone is atomic and not the Lord ? It may be 
said that texts say that Brahman is all-pervading. 
“All-pervading like the ether and eternal” etc.; 
“Greater than the sky, greater than heaven” etc. But 
then the Sruti texts describe the soul also as all-per¬ 
vading: “He is indeed the great unborn Self” (Brih. 
4.4. 22); “Just as when a pot is carried, the pot alone 
is carried, not the ether inside it, even so is the Jiva 
compared to the ether,” which expressly says it is all- 
pervading. Nor will it serve any purpose to say that 
Brahman, being the material cause of the world, must 
be all-pervasive, for even the atomic Jiva creates several 
bodies (K^yavyuha) and rules them and so Brahman 
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though the material cause can yet be atomic. So neither 
by the Sruti texts nor by reasoning can the differentia¬ 
tion of Brahman and the Jiva as all-pervasive and 
atomic be justified. But, according to Advaita, there is 
no disparity in its reasoning in the two cases. Brahman 
due to Upadhi (adjunct) appears atomic but in reality 
It is all-pervasive. So also is the Jiva in its real nature 
all-pervading and therefore identical with Brahman, 
though it appears to be atomic, an agent and so 
on owing to its limiting adjunct, the Antahkarana. 
The primary texts say that Brahman and the Jiva in 
its real nature are all-pervading. The texts which 
speak of atomicity etc. are of a secondary import and 
so have to be explained otherwise.^ 

Is Brahman with or without attributes'^ 

Now let us take up the Sutras in Chapter III, Sec¬ 
tion 2, where Badarayana describes the nature of 
Brahman. Sutras 11-21, according to Sankara, deal 
with the reconciliation of texts which describe Brahman 
both as attributeless and as possessing attributes and 
mean that even from difference of place a twofold 
characteristic cannot be predicated of Brahman, be¬ 
cause the scriptures teach throughout that Brahman is 
without attributes (11). If it be said that such difference 
is taught by the scriptures, we deny it because with 
respect to each form the Sruti declares just the opposite 
of that. The Sruti explains at every instance that the 
form is not true and that behind all Upddhis there is 
one formless principle [vide Brih. 2.5. 1) (12). More¬ 
over, some teach thus {vide Katha. 4. 11) (13). Verily 
Brahman is formless, for that is the purport of the 

^ Siddh&ntalesha, Jivauutvavich&ra. 
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texts (14). And as formless light takes form, so does 
Brahman take form in connection with Upadhis which 
serve the purpose of Upasana (meditation) (15). It is 
Pure Intelligence (16). The Sruti and Smriti teach 
that It is attributeless (17). Therefore we have with 
respect to Brahman comparisons like the images of 
the sun. The forms are mere reflections, they are not 
real (18). 

Ramanuja and Nimbarka on the other hand see 
quite a different subject discussed in these Sutras. The 
topic is not whether Brahman is atlributeless or posses¬ 
ses attributes, but whether It is polluted by imperfec¬ 
tions owing to Its being inside everything as the Inner 
Ruler, even as the soul being embodied is subject to 
imperfections due to its states of waking, dream, and 
dreamless sleep described in Sutras 1-10. Therefore 
according to Ramanuja the Sutras mean that even 
on account of place such as matter and soul there is not 
the possibility of the Supreme Lord being contam¬ 
inated by imperfections, since everywhere in the 
scriptures Brahman is described as having a twofold 
characteristic, viz* freedom from imperfections and 
possessing all blessed qualities (11). If it be said that 
since the soul also by nature possesses according to 
Chh. 8. 7 the twofold characteristic of Brahman and 
yet is subject to imperfections due to its connection 
with a body, the Inner Ruler will likewise be subject 
to such conditions owing to its connection with bodies, 
we deny it, for the Sruti at every place denies it by 
saying the Brahman is immortal and therefore free 
from imperfections {vide Brih. 3. 7.3-22). The imper¬ 
fections in the soul are due to Karma and the Lord 
who is not subject to it is therefore free from such 
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imperfections (12). Brahman can be said to have no 
form, as It is the originator of name and form and 
therefore is not subject to Karma like the souls which 
being embodied are subject to it (14). To an objection 
that the differentiated form of Brahman is false, Sutra 

15 answers thus: Even as on account of texts like “Brah¬ 
man is Existence, Knowledge, Infinite” we have to 
accept that intelligence constitutes the essential nature 
of Brahman, so also we have to admit that It possesses 
a twofold characteristic, as otherwise such texts be¬ 
come meaningless (15), And the texts say that much 
only, ue. that Brahman has intelligence for its essential 
nature, and does not negative the other attributes of 
Brahman (16). The Sruti and Smriti state thus (17). 
For this very reason are comparisons such as reflected 
images of the sun. Brahman, although abiding in 
manifold places, ever possesses the twofold charac¬ 
teristic and is not contaminated even as the sun reflect¬ 
ed in dirty water is not polluted (18). 

Nimb^rka also more or less follows Ramanuja’s 
interpretation as regards Sutras 11-14. Sutras 15 and 

16 he interprets in a different way, and sees in them an 
argument for establishing the authority of the Sruti as 
absolute in the matter discussed in 11-14. Sutras 17-21 
he interprets like Ramanuja, though he reads 21 as a 
separate Sutra and not as a part of 20 as Rtoanuja 
does. 

A glance through these three commentaries on these 
Sutras convinces one of the superiority and reasonable¬ 
ness and also of the logical consistency of Sankara’s 
interpretation. Moreover, it has the merit of dealing 
with the solution of an important doubt that arises in 
the mind of even a casual reader of the Upanishads, 
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viz* as to the nature of Brahman—whether it is quali¬ 
fied or non-qualified; for the Sruti texts seem to sup¬ 
port both views though they are contradictory. Rama¬ 
nuja and Nimbarka ignore such an important subject 
and see a less important subject discussed in these 
Sutras. Secondly, they fail to bring out the force of the 
words of the Sutras in bold relief as Sankara does, e.g. 
‘twofold characteristic* of Sutra 11 which refers to 
contradictory qualities in Sankara, but not so in the 
other two. They therefore seem to overlook what is 
actually taught in the Sutras and bring in a subject- 
matter not meant by the aphorist. We shall be doing 
an injustice to B^darayana to think with Ramanuja 
and Nimbarka that he had omitted to discuss such an 
important subject in his work meant to systematize 
the teachings of the Upanishads. No doubt Ramanuja 
broaches this subject in Sutras 15 and 16 and says that 
both these views are to be accepted; but his inter¬ 
pretation of Sutra 16 is indeed stretched and cannot 
be accepted, while Nimbarka does not discuss the 
subject at all. We cannot think with Ramanuja that 
Badariyana disposed of such an important subject 
in one or two Sutras in a topic which deals with quite a 
difierent subject-matter and of less importance. Rama¬ 
nuja’s introducing this subject in Sutras 15 and 16 is 
against the spirit of the Adhikarana (topic) even accord¬ 
ing to his own interpretation. It is something which he 
forcibly introduces out of all relation to the context, as 
anybody can easily see. 

In fact, according to their interpretation of this 
Adhikarana the whole of it looks redundant after what 
has been stated by them in 2. 1. 13. Finally the simile 
of the reflections of the sun is happier according to 
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Sankara’s interpretation than according to that of the 
other two and the text cited by Ramanuja in Sutra 
18 holds good according to Sankara’s view also and 
more aptly. 

Sutras 22-30 Sankara takes as a separate topic and 
interprets 22 to 24 as follows: What has been mentioned 
up to this {ue, the two forms of Brahman mentioned 
in Brih. 2. 3. 1) is denied by the words “Not this, not 
this” (Brih. 2. 3. 6) and the Sruti says something more 
than that afterwards. It does not deny Brahman but 
Its forms mentioned earlier, their transcendental 
reality (22). The objection that Brahman is denied 
because It is not experienced is not reasonable, for the 
Sruti says that Brahman exists, though It is not mani¬ 
fest on account of ignorance (23). And moreover It is 
realized in perfect meditation, so say the Sruti and 
Smriti (24). Therefore the Jiva becomes one with the 
Infinite when Knowledge dawns, for thus the scripture 
indicates (26). In the next two Sutras an objection is 
raised against Sutras 25 and 26. But on account of 
both difference and non-differcnce being taught by 
the Sruti, the relation between them is as between the 
serpent and its coil (27), or like that between light and 
its orb (28). Sutra 29 refutes this view and says: Or 
the relation is as given before in Sutras 25-26. And on 
account of the denial of everything else besides Brah¬ 
man by the Sruti texts (30). 

Ramanuja continues the previous topic up to 26. 
Sutras 22-26 according to him mean: The text (Brih. 
2. 3. 6) denies the previously mentioned thatmuchness 
and says more than that. The two forms of Brahman 
(Brih. 2. 3. 1) do not exhaust Its attributes, for the text 
states further qualities after that. “For there is nothing 
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higher than this ‘not this*. Then comes the name, ‘the 
Truth of truth’; for the Pranas are true and It is the 
truth of them.” ‘Prinas’ here mean the souls, because 
they accompany the latter at death. The souls are true, 
because they do not undergo any change in their essen¬ 
tial nature. The Lord is the Truth of these true souls, 
for these contract and expand with respect to intelli¬ 
gence while He is unaffected. Thus the subsequent part 
of the text connects Brahman with some qualities. The 
clause “Not this, not this” does not deny the attributes 
of Brahman, but denies that Its nature is confined to 
these two forms only (22). The Sruti instruction is not 
unnecessary here, for though the world is seen, yet it is 
not known as a Prakara or mode of Brahman and that 
is what can be gathered only from the Sruti texts. So 
declares the Sruti (23). And Brahman’s being differ¬ 
entiated by these two forms is realized even as Its 
being of the nature of intelligence is realized by re¬ 
peated meditation (25). For all these reasons Brahman 
is regarded as Infinite, i.e. as possessing infinite attri¬ 
butes ; for thus the attributes hold good, i.e, the twofold 
characteristic of Sutra 22 (26). Sutras 27-30 are treated 
by Ramdnuja as a separate topic. Sutras 27 and 28 
give the Purvapaksha, as Sankara also says, and 29 
gives the Siddhanta; but the words ‘as before* in the 
Sutra refer not to Sutras 25 and 26, but to 2. 3. 43. 

Nimbarka follows Ramanuja in Sutras 22-24. The 
next two Sutras he interprets somewhat differently. Just 
as fire is manifested through the rubbing of wooden 
sticks, so is Brahman manifested in meditation (25). 
On realizing Brahman the soul becomes one with It 
(26). Sutras 27 and 28 he takes as the author’s and not 
as the opponent’s view. Sutra 27 describes that the 

4 
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relation between Brahman and the insentient world 
is as between the serpent and its coils (27) and the 
relation between the soul and Brahman is as between 
the orb and the light (28). But to an objection of the 
kind raised in Sutra 2. 1. 25 the answer is as before, 
i.e. 2. 1.26 (29). Moreover, the Supreme Self is not 
affected by the imperfection of the soul (30). 

Sankara thus interprets “Not this, not this” as a 
denial of the two forms of Brahman mentioned in 
Brih. 2. 3. 1. Brahman can be described only as “Not 
this, not this,” i.e. It is not what we see. Whatever 
we see is not Brahman as It is. Brahman is something 
different from all this manifested world. This inter¬ 
pretation is in keeping with scriptural teaching. R4m4- 
nuja and Nimbarka interpret that “Not this, not this” 
denies only the limitation of Brahman’s nature to 
only these two forms, in other words It has many more 
attributes than these two. The two forms are real and 
are only two of the infinite attributes of the Lord. 
This seems to be a total denial of the Upanishadic 
teaching. “Not this, not this” occurs in four different 
places in the Brih. Up. Even if Rimanuja’s explana¬ 
tion be allowed in Brih. 2. 3.6—however strange and 
twisted it might seem, Brih. 4. 2.4, 4. 4. 22 and 4. 5. 15 
do not by any means yield to such an interpretation. 
These texts after saying, “This Self is that which has 
been described as ‘Not this, not this,’ ” says, “It is 
imperceptible” etc. Other texts also describe the Self 
or Brahman as beyond comprehension. “There goes 
neither the eye, nor speech nor the mind; we know It 
not nor do we see how to teach about It. Different It 
is from all that is known, and is beyond the unknown 
as well” (Kena 1.3-4); “Whence speech returns along 
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with the mind without realizing It” (Taitt. 2.4); also 
Ibid. 2.9 and Katha 1.3.15. From these texts we find 
that nothing can be predicated of Brahman. From 
the Kena texts we find that we cannot say that Brah¬ 
man is this and this in a positive way. It is not what 
we see and therefore It can only be described as “Not 
this, not this” by denying everything we see in It. It 
is true that we do find the scriptures dealing with 
both difference and non-difference; but with what 
object, is the question. It is not to establish that both 
are true, for they are mutually contradictory. A careful 
study of the scriptures convinces one that duality is 
taught in order to take the aspirant step by step 
through it to non-duality. Ramanuja in his Bhashya 
on these Sutras criticizes Sankara saying that the 
Sruti could not have described these two forms only to 
deny them later on. But that this is a process the Sruti 
adopts is clear from Prajapati’s instruction to Indra 
in the Ghhandogya or Vanina’s teaching to Bhrigu 
in the Taittiriya Upanishad. The aspirant is gradually 
taken to higher and higher truths. Through duality 
he is led up to non-duality, the goal or final truth. 
Duality has not been praised anywhere in the scrip¬ 
tures, and no fruit is ascribed to it. On the other hand 
it is censured {vide Katha 2.4. 10-11; Brih. 4.4. 19; 
Mait. 4. 2. and 6. 3), which shows that the scriptures 
do not intend to posit duality. But non-duality is praised 
and immortality is said to be achieved by the knowl¬ 
edge of unity. According to the Purva Mimamsa 
principle, that which has no result of its own but is 
mentioned in connection with something else which 
has a result, is subordinate to the latter. Therefore 
duality which has no fruit of its own is subsidiary to 
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non-duality which is the main purport of the Sruti 
texts. Again we have texts like “The Atman is smaller 
than the smallest, greater than the greatest” (Katha 
1.2.20); “Neither gross nor fine” etc.—which negate 
all duality and establish the Infinity of Brahman be¬ 
yond all doubts. 

A question, however, may arise: If everything is 
negated, what will be left? We shall by such a process 
arrive at a nonentity. Not so. We cannot go on negating 
ad infinitum^ but have to come finally to some basic 
reality, and this basic reality behind everything is the 
Atman or Brahman. When we remove an object, 
space is left behind. Similarly, when everything we 
see is removed or negated. Brahman is left behind, 
which cannot be negated and which is the witness of 
everything. We cannot say that by negation we come 
to nonentity, for the very fact that we comprehend this 
nonentity shows that it is being illumined by the wit¬ 
nessing consciousness, the basic reality even behind this 
idea of nonentity. In this Sutra the Sutrakara solves 
this doubt, showing that the negation concerns not 
Brahman, but only the two forms of It. To turn the 
drift of this discussion topsy turvy and establish the 
reality of the two forms is to ignore the spirit of scrip¬ 
tural teaching. 

Mdydvdda in the Upanishads: 

There is a common belief that Mayavida is not 
found in the scriptures and that it is Sankara’s own 
doctrine borrowed from the Buddhists. But such a 
statement is scarcely justified. In the Brihadaranyaka 
text under discussion we have, “Now its name: ‘The 
Truth of truth.’ The vital force is truth, and It is the 
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Truth of that” (Brih. 2.3.6). If the vital force, Le, 
Prijna (the soul in a state of deep sleep) of which the 
vital force is an Up^dhi is true or real, Brahman is 
the Truth or Reality of this real. In other words. 
Brahman’s reality is of a different grade from that of 
the universe. If this world is real and not Mkyk, as 
Sankara would call it, then Brahman is the Reality 
of this real, which shows that the world’s reality is of 
an inferior kind from that of Brahman and when It is 
realized this world is no more. A similar idea is con¬ 
veyed by Ghh. 7.24. 1 where Brahman, the Infinite, 
is said to be immortal and the world, the finite, is said 
to be mortal. But this is exactly what Sankara too 
says—that the two, Brahman and the world, have two 
grades of reality, even as the dream world and the 
world we experience while we are awake have two 
grades of reality, and as a result we are justified in 
saying that the dream world is Maya, as the Sutra- 
kara says in 3. 2. 3, or unreal as compared with the 
waking state. Similarly, this world we experience is 
Maya or unreal as compared with the reality of Brah¬ 
man. The dream world has a reality for the time being; 
so has this world so long as we are in ignorance; and 
Sankara nowhere denies the Vyavaharika (phenom¬ 
enal) reality of this world. The scriptures explain 
this difference between the reality of the two. Brahman 
and the world, by using symbology, as for example in 
Chh. 6.1.4, which we had occasion to explain in 
Sutra 2.1. 14 where the Sruti tries to explain that the 
one, the clay, is more real than the many, which is 
identified with name and form only. We find the same 
idea again in Brih. 1.6.3: “This immortal entity is 
covered by truth (the five elements): The vital force is 
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the immortal entity, and name and form are truth; 
( 50 ) this vital force is covered by them.” Name and 
form, i,e. the world we experience, are called truth, 
but Brahman is distinguished from them by saying that 
It is immortal—Its reality is of a different grade from 
the reality of that which is called truth. And as the 
reality of this world is of a lesser grade or illusory as 
compared with that of Brahman, It can be the cause of 
such an illusory world of manifoldness without under¬ 
going any change in Itself; for an illusory manifoldness 
can exist in It without in any way affecting Its immu¬ 
tability, like a snake in a rope or the manifold dream 
world in the dreaming self, as the Sutrakara exempli¬ 
fies in 2, 1.28, which brings us to the conclusion that 
this world is a Vivarta of the non-dual Brahman, as 
Sankara says. 

Coming to the interpretation of Sutras 27-30, San¬ 
kara connects “or as before” in Sutra 29 with what 
immediately precedes in Sutras 25-26 and so it is happy. 
Ramanuja connects it with Sutra 2. 3. 43 and so it is 
not so apt. Nimbarka’s explanation is still farfetched; 
for while Ramanuja refers for the Siddhanta only to a 
previous Sutra, Nimbarka refers for an objection as well 
as a decision to Sutras in 2. l.His interpretation of 
the whole topic thus appears to be much stretched. 

That Sankara has followed the Sutrakara faithfully 
in his interpretation of Sutras 11-30 will be clearer if 
we just try to see the reason why the latter treats of 
dream and deep sleep in this section which deals with 
the nature of Brahman. Sankara at the beginning of 
Chapter III, Section 1, says that the transmigration 
of the soul is taught in order to generate a spirit of 
Vairagya (dispassion). 
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Sutras 1-10 of Section 2 treat of the soul’s states of 
dream and dreamless sleep. According to Sankara the 
very fact that the dream world does not fulfil the condi¬ 
tions of the time and space factors as in the waking 
state, shows that the dream world is illusory and there¬ 
fore a creation of the soul and not of the Lord. From 
this he shows that the real nature of the Jiva is self- 
luminous and beyond all these states. Thus Sutras 
1-10 elucidate the real nature of the ‘Thou’ in “Thou 
art That”, Sutras 11-21 give the nature of‘That’ and 
Sutras 22-30 identify the two. Thus the place of Sutras 
1-10 in this section is very significant. Raminuja and 
Nimbirka say that the creation of the dream world 
belongs to the Lord and not to the soul. If it were so, it 
should be as real as this world. Granting that it is the 
Lord’s creation, of what significance is this subject in 
a section that deals with the nature of Brahman ? It 
would have been apt in 2. 3 where creation is taught. 
If it be to create a spirit of Vairagya, as Ramanuja 
says at the beginning of Chapter III, then it ought to 
have been included in Section 1 which treats of the 
soul’s transmigration with the same object and thus 
be separated from Section 2 where it is out of place. 

The above analysis of Sutras 3. 2. 1-30 shows that 
Sankara has rightly grasped the spirit of Bidarayana, 
while Ramanuja and Nimb^rka have sadly missed it. 

A twofold knowledge of Brahman established: 

Finally, let us consider Sutras 4. 2. 12-14 and Sutras 
4.4. 1-7. The former set of Sutras as they stand are 
interpreted better by Raminuja and Nimb^rka than 
by Sankara. According to Sankara they run as follows: 
If it be said (that the Pranas of a knower of Brahman 
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do not depart), on account of the Sruti denying it (we 
say) not so, for the Sruti (Madhyandina recension of 
the text) denies the departure of the Prinas from the 
soul and not from the body (12). For the denial is 
clear in the texts of some schools (13). So in Sutra 
12 the Siddhinta view is first expressed on the basis of 
Brih. 4.4.6, Kanva recension, and the objection against 
this is raised by the opponent in the second half of the 
Sutra, basing his argument on the Madhyandina re¬ 
cension of the text, which is answered again in Sutra 13 
by Brih. 3.2.11, Kanva recension. By such an inter¬ 
pretation the significance of ‘some schools’ is lost, for 
it ought to have referred to some text of the Madhyan¬ 
dina school and not of the same Kanva school on 
which the Siddhanta is based in Sutra 12. 

Ramanuja and Nimbarka on the other hand read 
these Sutras as one, which runs as follows: “If it be 
said that the Pranas of a knower of Brahman do not 
depart on account of the denial by the Sruti text 
(Brih. 4. 4. 6, Kanva), we deny it; for the Sruti says 
that they do not depart from the soul [i.e, they accom¬ 
pany the soul) and this is clear according to some, viz* 
the Madhyandina recension of Brih. 4.4. 6.” We can¬ 
not but say that this is more happy, as the force of 
‘some school’ and the word ‘hi’ (because) in the Sutra 
are well brought out. 

Though the interpretation according to the letter 
of the Sutra forces us to side with Ramanuja and Nim¬ 
barka, yet if we consider the Sruti text, viz* Brih, 4.4.6, 
on which the discussion is based and also the arrange¬ 
ment of the Sutras in this Section 2 up to Sutra 16, we 
find that Sankara is more reasonable than the other 
two and it looks as though the Sutrakira himself had 
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made a slip, though he meant otherwise. Brih. 4.4.6 
says in the first half of the text how one who is at¬ 
tached transmigrates, and concludes the first half by 
saying, “Thus does the man who desires transmigrate.” 
The second half speaks of the man without desires and 
says, “Of him who is without desires.. .and to whom 
all objects of desire are but the Self—the organs do not 
depart. Being but Brahman, he is merged in Brah¬ 
man.” Here it is quite clear that the Sruti contrasts 
the two cases of one who is attached and one who is not 
attached and so does not transmigrate but is merged 
in Brahman. Now it is well known both from the scrip¬ 
tures and the Vedanta-Sutras itself that a transmigra¬ 
ting soul at the time of death goes out with the organs 
and so when in contrast to this it is said, “His organs 
do not depart,” it is quite clear that the denial of 
departure of the Pranas is from the body as in the case 
of one who is attached, and consequently the expres¬ 
sion ‘from him’ in the Madhyandina recension even 
ought to mean the body and not the soul. 

From what has been stated above we find Sankara 
more reasonable and consistent and therefore we can 
safely say that his interpretation of Sutras 12-14 as 
establishing a twofold knowledge is after Badarayana’s 
view, though according to the wording of the Sutras it 
is not so happy. This sort of interpretation of the Sutra- 
k^ras is not without its precedent, as we find Upa- 
varsha and Sahara doing the same in their commen¬ 
taries on the Purva Mimams^-Sutras. 

We now come to the last section of the work where 
the state of the released soul is described. Sutras 1-3 
describe that on the attainment of Knowledge the 
soul manifests itself in its own nature. Sutra 4 says that 
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it attains non-distinction with Brahman. The question 
as to what the nature of that state is naturally arises 
after this and Sutras 5-7 attempt a description. The 
views of Jaimini and Audulomi are given and finally 
in Sutra 7 Badarayana says that both these views are 
true, for they are not contradictory. The question is, 
whether the views of Jaimini and Audulomi are true 
of the released soul in succession or simultaneously. 
Badariyana’s decision is that they are true at one and 
the same time according as the subject is viewed from 
the relative or transcendental standpoint. Sankara 
makes this clear in his Bhashya. His critics find fault 
with him here. They say that he is obliged in this 
Sutra to ascribe to the truly released soul qualities 
which clearly cannot belong to it, since for such a soul 
no Vyavahara exists. They say thereby that his inter¬ 
pretation is not faithful. Such a criticism shows that 
they have failed to understand what Sankara means 
here. He does not say that the released soul is con¬ 
scious of itself as possessing all the qualities described 
by Jaimini, but that we who are in bondage are obliged 
in describing the state of such a soul to have recourse 
to such a description. In reality the soul when released 
exists as Pure Intelligence, but as Pure Intelligence is 
beyond our conception, we in our ignorance view it 
as identified with Isvara, for that is the highest read¬ 
ing of Pure Intelligence or the Nirguna Brahman that 
we can possibly conceive. Certainly there exists no 
Vyavahara at all for the released soul, which is free 
from ignorance; but it exists for us who are in igno¬ 
rance; and Jaimini’s description of the state of a released 
soul is our description of it. Isvara’s possession of powers 
is not like that of an ordinary Jiva which being subject 
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to Nescience thinks of itself as an experiencer, an agent, 
and so on. He is beyond all taint and therefore not 
subject to Nescience, and consequently does not think 
of Himself as possessing all these lordly powers; but 
these powers exist in Him, because we in our ignorance 
ascribe them to Him. Even so are these lordly powers 
ascribed to the released soul by us and it is regarded 
as identical or having attained non-distinction with 
Isvara. This is the full import of Sutra 7 both accord¬ 
ing to Badarayana and Sankara. So till all souls are 
released, the state of the released partakes of a two¬ 
fold characteristic according to the view-point from 
which it is described—transcendental or relative, even 
as Brahman has a twofold characteristic of which one 
is illusory or real from the relative standpoint {vide 
3. 2. 11-21). This attainment of lordly powers by souls 
on identification with Isvara is not the same as the 
attainment of such powers by the knowers of the 
Saguna Brahman who go to Brahmaloka, for it is 
made clear in 4.4. 17 that their lordly powers do not 
include the power of creation etc., but only power to 
create objects of enjoyments at will (4.4.8), while 
this power is not negated in the case of souls which 
get identified with Isvara according to Sutra 4.4. 5 
and 7. 

That the Sutrakara makes a distinction between the 
attainment of Liberation by the knowledge of the 
Nirguna Brahman and that by the knowledge of the 
Saguna Brahman, is clear from Sutra 4. 1. 19, where 
he makes no reference to any going forth in the case of 
a Jivanmukta, but simply says that on the exhaustion 
of the Prirabdha Karma he attains Brahman and 
this is also in keeping with texts like Brih. 4.4.6 and 
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especially Chh. 6. 14. 2 where it is clearly stated that 
his merging in Brahman is delayed just as long as the 
body lasts. But going to Brahmaloka by “the path of 
the gods” is also a kind of Liberation, for from there the 
soul does not return to this mortal world, but gets 
merged in Brahman at the end of the cycle together 
with Brahma, as stated in Sutra 4. 3. 10. As the author 
is concerned in this section with the result of Upasanas, 
viz» Liberation, he describes the result of the knowl¬ 
edge of the Nirguna Brahman in Sutras 1-7 and from 
8-22 the result of the knowledge of the Saguna Brah¬ 
man. If, as according to Ramanuja and Nimbarka, 
there is no such distinction at all, but the description 
is of one kind of Liberation only, then when it is said 
in Sutra 4. 4. 5 that the released soul attains a nature 
like that of Brahman, there is no further necessity of 
saying that it can create at will all objects of enjoy¬ 
ment. Moreover, if being free from sin, old age etc. 
(Chh. 8. 1.5) are qualities of the soul as well as of the 
Lord, then they will cease to be the defining charac¬ 
teristic of the Lord. In this case the objection raised 
in the first part of Sutra 1.3. 19 will not be answered 
by the second half of the Sutra. The Sutra runs as 
follows: “If it be said that from the subsequent texts 
which refer to the Jiva ‘small Akasa’ means the Jiva, 
we say that the reference to the soul is in so far as its 
real nature is made manifest {Le, as non-different 
from Brahman).” In the previous Sutra it was estab¬ 
lished that the ‘small Akasa’ in Chh. 8. 1.1 is Brahman 
and not the Jiva, in spite of the reference to the Jiva 
in Chh. 8. 3.4, for ‘free from evil’ etc. which are said 
to be qualities of the ‘small Ak^sa’ are not true of the 
soul. At the end of hir commentary on Sutra 18, San- 
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kara says that Sutra 20 will make it clear why the in¬ 
dividual soul is referred to in Chh. 8. 3. 4. In Sutra 19 
cited above a fresh objection is raised that subsequent 
texts also refer to the Jiva {vide Chh. 8. 7-11 in which 
the waking, dream, and deep sleep state of the soul 
are described) and therefore ‘small Akisa* means 
Jiva. The second half answers it by saying that the 
reference to the Jiva is in so far as its real nature is 
made manifest {vide Chh. 8. 12. 3). The reference to 
the individual soul in Chh. 8. 3. 4 is to show that in 
reality it is beyond the three states of waking, dream, 
and deep sleep and non-different from Brahman. If 
under the circumstances ‘free from sin’ etc. are its quali¬ 
ties even as different from Brahman, as Ramanuja says, 
then ‘small Akasa’ cannot be established to be Brahman 
against the objection raised in Sutra 1.3. 19. More¬ 
over, in Sutra 1.3.20 (according to him 19) the ex¬ 
planation given by him for the reference to the Jiva 
in Chh. 8. 3. 4 is not at all satisfactory. He says, “This 
reference to the Jiva serves the purpose of giving in¬ 
struction not about the Jiva, but about the nature 
of that which is the cause of the qualities of the indi¬ 
vidual soul, i,e, qualities specially belonging to the 
Lord. The reason is that such information about the 
released soul helps the doctrine with respect to ‘small 
Ak^sa’. The individual soul which wants to attain 
Brahman must also know its true nature, so that it as 
being endowed with auspicious qualities will finally 
arrive at the intuition of the Lord who is a mass of 
auspicious qualities raised to the highest excellence.” 
But according to Sankara we have seen that its ref¬ 
erence is to identify the two—the released soul and 
the Lord. It is quite apparent that between the two 
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explanations R^m^nuja’s falls to the ground. Such 
an argument does not at all fit in as an explanation for 
the reference to the released soul in Chh. 8. 3.4 and 
is against the spirit of the teaching of the whole of 
chapter 8 of the Chhandogya. Sankara’s critics find 
fault with him taking into consideration only Sutra 
1.3.19; but if they only try to understand the 
Sutrakira taking into consideration Sutras 18-20 
and the Sruti texts to which they refer, they will 
find that Sankara’s interpretation is by far the best. 

The defects that are shown in Ramanuja’s interpreta¬ 
tion of Section 4 hold good in the case of Nimbarka 
also. 

Sankara!s interpretation justified by the Gita: 

Thus a comparative study of these three commen¬ 
taries on the most important topics treated by Bddara- 
yana in his work establishes a strong case for Sankara’s 
interpretation of the Sutras. We find similar views also 
expressed in the Gita. And if, as has been shown at 
the beginning, the author of the Gita had a hand in 
the Sutras—and this fact is not questioned by Rama¬ 
nuja and Nimbirka, for according to them it is the 
same person Veda-Vyasa—then it goes all the more 
to show that Sankara’s interpretation is correct, for 
we cannot expect that the same author has expressed 
different views in the two works. We shall cite a few 
texts from the Giti which tally with Sankara’s inter¬ 
pretation of the Sutras. 

*T shall describe that which has to be known,... 
the beginningless Supreme Brahman. It is called neither 
being nor non-being.... Without and within all be¬ 
ings. . .Impartible, ye^ It exists as if divided in beings” 
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(13. 12-16)— these texts describe the attributelessness 
of Brahman. The text says that the one Immutable 
appears as if divided into many and not in reality. It 
Itself, therefore, is “the sustainer, generator, and de- 
vourer of all beings’* (13. 16); also 7.6 and 7. That 
Brahman has a twofold nature, the Nirguna which is 
Its real nature and the Saguna which is the creation 
of Miy^, is made clear by Arjuna’s question in 12. 1 
and the Lord’s answer in 12. 2-5, where He recog¬ 
nizes the Nirguna aspect, but says at the same time 
that those devoted to the Saguna aspect are better 
versed in Yoga, as devotion to it is easier and, there¬ 
fore, best suited to Arjuna and the generality of man¬ 
kind, even as He says in 5. 6 for the same reason that 
Karma Yoga is better than Jnana Yoga. 

The individual soul in its real nature is described in 
2.11-25. Specially verses 16-18 say that it is real, all- 
pervading, changeless, immutable, indestructible and 
illimitable, while verse 24 again says it is all-pervading. 
Again 6.31 establishes the identity of the self and 
Brahman contained in the Vedic dictum, “That thou 
art”, verses 29 and 30 having described the real nature 
of‘thou’ and ‘That’; while 13. 29-34 describe the real 
nature of the soul as identical with Brahman. But the 
soul in its state of bondage being deluded considers 
itself an agent and experiencer, atomic and a part 
of the Lord. “The Gunas of Prakriti perform all action. 
With the understanding deluded by egoism, man thinks, 
‘I am the doer’ ” (3. 27). See also 14. 23 and 15. 7. 

The doctrine of Maya is clearly referred to in the 
following texts: “Knowledge is enveloped in ignorance, 
hence do beings get deluded” (5.15); “This world 
knows Me not, being deluded by the modifications of 
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the Gunas. Verily this divine Maya of Mine is difficult 
to cross over... deprived of discrimination by Mdy4 
they follow the Asuric ways” (7. 13-16); “I am not 
manifest to all, being veiled by My Yogamiy^” 
(7. 25); “The Lord dwells in the heart of all beings 
causing them to revolve by His M^ya” (18.61). Finally, 
though stress is laid on Bhakti in the Gita, nowhere 
does it say that Bhakti is superior to Knowledge. On 
the other hand we find Knowledge highly praised. 
“The fire of Knowledge burns all Karma to ashes. 
There exists nothing so purifying like Knowledge” 
(4. 37-38); “Supremely dear is the wise man to Me. 
I regard him as My very Self” (7. 17-18). 

Conclusion : 

In conclusion, we would like to state that from what 
all has been said above we do not mean to suggest that 
Sankara’s interpretation of the Sutras is the only true 
one. Rather our object has been to show that Sankara 
too, like the other great commentators, is justified in 
interpreting the Sutras in the way he has done. The 
fact is, Badarayana has systematized the philosophy 
of the Upanishads in his work, and like them his Sutras 
also are all-comprehensive. The Upanishads, we must 
remember, do not teach throughout any particular 
doctrine. They contain various doctrines which are 
meant for people at different stages of spiritual evolu¬ 
tion. They are not contradictory, but rather they are 
based on the principle of Adhikaribheda, as all are not 
capable of apprehending the same truth. The old 
idea of Arundhati-darsananyaya^ applies. Nearly every 

1 The method of spotting the tiny star Arundhati with the help of 
bigger stars near it, callin them Arundhati. 
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chapter in the Upanishad begins with dualistic teach¬ 
ing or Upasani and ends with a grand flourish of 
Advaita. God is first taught as a Being who is the 
creator of this universe, its preserver, and the destruc¬ 
tion to which everything goes at last. He is the one to 
be worshipped, the Ruler, and appears to be outside 
of nature. Next we find the same teacher teaching that 
God is not outside of nature, but immanent in nature. 
And at last both ideas are discarded and it is taught 
that whatever is real is He; there is no difference, 
“Svetaketu, thou art That.” The Immanent One is at 
last declared to be the same that is in the human soul.^ 
This fact is recognized by Badar^yana too and so com¬ 
mentators make a mistake when they think that the 
Sutras propound only their doctrine and nothing 
else. 

This grand principle of Adhikaribheda is the founda¬ 
tion on which the teachings of the Upanishads, the 
Brahma-Sutras, and the Gita are based and that is the 
reason why they have been universally accepted by the 
Hindus of all classes and denominations. From this 
point of view we are inclined to think that of all the 
commentators Sankara has done the greatest justice 
to the Sutrakara by his twofold doctrine of the absolute 
and phenomenal reality. 


* Complete Works of Swami Vivekananda, Vol. III. pp, 281, 
397, and 398. 
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ADHYASA OR SUPERIMPOSITION 

The whole of Sankara’s philosophy may be summed 
up as follows: ^ ^^ fim: I—The 

Brahman of the Upanishads is the only Reality, and 
everything else—this world of manifoldness—is unreal, 
is a mere appearance; the individual soul (Jiva) is 
identical with Brahman, the One without a second, 
which the scriptures define as Existence-Knowledge- 
Bliss Absolute. “Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, 
Infiaity” (Taitt. 2.1); “Brahman is Knowledge, Bilss” 
(Brih.3. 9. 28). This identity of the Jiva and Brahman is 
clearly stated by the scriptures in texts like: “Thou art 
That, O Svetaicetu” (Chh. 6. 8. 7), “I am Brahman” 
(Brih. 1.4.10), and “The Self alone is to be meditated 
upon” (Brih. 1.4.7). 

The question then naturally arises: If Truth is one, 
whence arises this many which we experience through 
the senses? Truth cannot contradict experience. So 
Sankara had to explain this apparent contradiction 
between Truth and our everyday experience. He says 
that this plurality is an illusion (Miya). It has no 
reality, for it disappears when the knowledge of the 
true nature of Brahman is realized. It is just like seeing 
a snake in a rope in the dark. This wrong perception is 
brought about by ignorance (Avidya), which is begin¬ 
ningless. It is this ignorance which is the cause of all 
this duality, Brahman being mistaken for the world. 
On account of this ignorance the individual soul iden¬ 
tifies itself with its adjuncts (Upidhis) viz* the body, 
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senses, etc., which are only superimposed on it. This 
identification makes the soul think that it is the doer, 
enjoyer, etc.—though the truth is that it is none of 
these—and thereby it comes under the sway of birth, 
death, happiness, misery, etc., in short, becomes bound 
down to this world (Samsara). 

When Sankara says that the world is false, he does 
not mean that it is absolutely nothing, but that our 
experience is liable to be stultified by means of knowl¬ 
edge of things as they are. The world has a relative 
existence; it is true for the time being, but disappears 
when true knowledge dawns. It is not real for all times, 
in other words, it is not real from the absolute stand¬ 
point. Miya or ignorance is not a real entity. We can 
neither say that it exists nor that it does not exist. It 
is a mystery which is beyond our understanding; it is 
unspeakable (Anirvachaniya). As Maya is not real, 
it cannot be related to Brahman, the Reality, in any 
way whatsoever; for any relation between truth and 
falsehood is impossible. The relation is only apparent, 
and therefore Brahman is in no way affected by this 
illusion which is superimposed upon It, even as the 
rope is not affected by the snake that is assumed to 
exist in it. 

Therefore the only way to liberation from this 
worldly existence (Samsara) is to get rid of this wrong 
notion through the real knowledge of Brahman. Just 
as in the case of the rope and the snake, it is the knowl¬ 
edge of the rope alone that removes the illusion of the 
snake and nothing else, so also it is the knowledge of 
Brahman alone that brings about the cessation of this 
relative existence (Samsira). “A man who knows It 
alone truly, passes beyond death; there is no other 
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path to go by” (Svet. 3.8); “He comes not to death 
who sees that one”. Pilgrimages, austerities, worship 
and charity—these by themselves, without Knowledge, 
cannot help us to attain Liberation. Their utility lies 
only in purifying our mind (Ghittasuddhi), cleansing 
it of all worldliness, and thus making it fit to com¬ 
prehend the Truth. When Brahman is realized this 
phenomenal world disappears automatically, without 
any further effort on the part of the individual. Knowl¬ 
edge of Brahman being thus the only way to Libera¬ 
tion, an inquiry into Brahman through the study of the 
Brahma-Sutras is absolutely necessary. 

Sankara’s explanation of the world as an illusion 
has given his philosophy the name of Mayivflda or 
Anirvachaniya Khyativada. It is also known as Vivarta- 
v4da, the doctrine of the apparent modification of 
Brahman into this phenomenal world, as opposed to 
Parinamavada or the doctrine of the actual modification 
of Brahman into this phenomenal world, as held by 
some other schools of Vedanta like the VisishtMvai- 
tavida of Ramanuja. 

Sankara anticipated that this method of explain¬ 
ing the phenomenal world would raise a protest from 
the various other schools of his time. So at the begin¬ 
ning of his commentary on the Brahma-Sutras, he 
writes a masterly introduction, which is well known as 
the Adhyasa Bhishya or the section dealing with 
superimposition, wherein he establishes superimposi¬ 
tion as a statement of fact and not a mere hypothesis. 
He starts with the objections that can possibly be raised 
against his theory of superimposition and then refutes 
them. He says: It is well known that the subject and 
the object, which have for their spheres or contents 
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the notions of *1* and ‘Thou’ respectively, and which 
are opposed to each other as darkness and light cannot 
be identified. Hence their attributes also cannot be 
identified. Consequently the superimposition of the 
object and its attributes on the subject, whose essence is 
pure intelligence, and vice versa, ought to be a logical 
impossibility. 

If the world phenomena are a case of superimposi¬ 
tion, like the snake in the rope, then which is superim¬ 
posed on which? Is the world superimposed on Brah¬ 
man, or is it the reverse ? In the latter case, the world, 
which is the substratum, like the rope in the example, 
would be a reality. If it is the other way—the world 
on Brahman—it is not possible, for Brahman is not an 
object which can be perceived by the senses like the 
rope. A thing becomes an object when it is limited by 
time, space, and causation. Since Brahman is un¬ 
limited, It is beyond these, and so cannot be an object 
of perception: as such It cannot be the substratum of a 
superimposition. Brahman is also the inner Self of 
everyone and therefore can never be separate and in 
front of a person like a rope, when alone the world can 
be superimposed on It. 

Neither can Brahman be both subject and object 
of the thinking process, for one and the same being 
cannot both be the agent and the object of its activity 
at the same time. An object is that on which is concen¬ 
trated the activity of the agent, and hence it must be 
different from the agent. If, again. Brahman is mani¬ 
fested by some other knowledge and thus becomes an 
object, It ceases to be self-luminous and becomes 
limited, and this the scriptures do not accept. Further, 
in all cases of superimposition there is an antecedent 
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real knowledge of the object which is superimposed, 
as of the snake in the example. So to superimpose the 
world on Brahman a real knowledge of the world is 
necessary, and this would make the world a reality, 
with the result that the cessation of the world phenom¬ 
ena would be an impossibility and Liberation would 
be impossible. Thus in whatever way we may try to 
establish the theory of superimposition, we are not 
able to do so. 

Yet, says Sankara, it is natural (a self-evident fact) 
on the part of man, because of ignorance, not to distin¬ 
guish between the two entities (the subject and the 
object), which are quite contradictory, and to super¬ 
impose the one on the other, and their attributes as 
well, and thus mixing up the real and the unreal to 
use such phrases as “That is I”, or “This is mine”. The 
Self again is not altogether a non-object, for it is the 
object of the notion of the Ego. The Self does not en¬ 
tirely elude our grasp. Though the inner Self is not an 
object and is also without parts, yet owing to ignorance, 
which is unspeakable and without a beginning, attri¬ 
butes like mind, body, senses, etc., which are products 
of ignorance, are superimposed on the Self, and it be¬ 
haves as if it were an agent, enjoyer, possessed of parts, 
and many-^although in truth it is none of these—and 
thus becomes an object. The real Self can never be 
an object of knowledge. Self-consciousness is possible 
only with respect to a Self already qualified by these 
adjuncts (Upddhis). This sounds like an argument in a 
circle; for to establish superimposition we have to 
accept the Self to be an object, and the Self can be an 
object only through the superimposition of adjuncts 
(Upadhis); it is actually not so. It is a case like the 



8 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [Adhy&sa 

seed and the tree. The seed gives rise to the tree, which 
again produces the seed, the cause of the future tree, 
and so on. So in this series of illusions without a begin¬ 
ning, the Self, which is the substratum of the present 
superimposition, is an object on account of a past 
superimposition, and that one had for its substratum 
the Self, which had become an object of a still earlier 
superimposition, and so on ad infinitum. The pure Self 
without the limiting adjuncts is never the substratum 
of a superimposition. It is the difference in the limiting 
adjuncts, as shown above, that makes it possible 
for the Self to be at the same time an agent and the 
object of action. 

Superimposition, again, is due to ignorance and 
hence it is not necessary that the knowledge of the 
object superimposed must be a real knowledge. It is 
enough if we have a knowledge; it need not neces¬ 
sarily be real; it can itself be another illusory knowl¬ 
edge. That the Self exists is proved by the intuitive 
knowledge we have of it. This is well known and but 
for it nothing would have been cognized in this world. 
“He shining, everything else shines” (Kath. 2. 2. 15). 
We know things in and through it; no consciousness or 
experience is possible independently of it. Everyone is 
conscious of his own Self, for no one thinks, “I am not”. 
Nor, again, is it necessary that the object to be a sub¬ 
stratum of a superimposition should be before us, for 
we see that Akisa (sky), which is not visible to the 
senses, becomes a substratum for superimpositions by 
the ignorant, who impute blueness, spherical shape, 
etc., to it in such expressions as, “The sky is blue”, 
and “It is spherical”. Thus superimposition is an estab¬ 
lished fact. 



AdhyAsa] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 9 

But then direct perception, which is the best of all 
proofs—since it is the basis of all other means of knowl¬ 
edge like inference etc.—affirms this world of mani¬ 
foldness. How can the scriptures that deny it carry 
conviction as against direct experience? They cannot. 
Hence scriptural texts that deny the many and uphold 
unity will have to be interpreted in a manner so as not 
to contradict our experience. This view cannot stand, 
for the scriptures (Srutis) are impersonal, eternal, 
self-luminous, and so on. Their validity is direct and 
self-evident and therefore infallible. They constitute 
by themselves an independent source of knowledge. 
Hence they too are to be accepted as authoritative. 
The fact is that each evidence of knowledge has its 
own sphere wherein it is absolutely authoritative. 
Perception has its supreme validity in knowledge 
through the senses. There a hundred texts cannot 
prevail against it. The scriptures (Srutis) on the other 
hand have their absolute authority in a province 
where perception cannot be of any avail. Their pro¬ 
vince is transcendental knowledge, which cannot be 
attained in any other way. Here revelation, which 
does not depend on other sources of knowledge, is the 
final authority, and not perception or even reason. 
The scriptures do not deny the empirical validity of 
perception; they deny only its absolute or transcen¬ 
dental validity. 

SUPERIMPOSITION DEFINED 

Superimposition, says Sankara, is the apparent 
presentation to consciousness, by way of remembrance, 
of something previously observed in some other thing. 
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It is an apparent presentation^ that is knowledge which 
is subsequently falsified; in other words, it is illusory 
knowledge. According to Vachaspati Misra this is the 
fundamental characteristic of superimposition, and the 
rest of the definition only differentiates it from those 
given by other schools of philosophy. But the author 
of the commentary Ratnaprabhd takes apparent presenta¬ 
tion in some other thing as the characteristic mark of 
superimposition, and this seems to be more in keeping 
with Sankara, who says in his commentary: “But all 
these definitions agree in so far as they represent 
superimposition as the apparent presentation of the 
attributes of one thing in another thing.” 

As it is impossible to have illusory knowledge with¬ 
out the mixing up of two things, we find the words 
something previously observed in the definition. These 
words, together with the words apparent presentation^ 
make it clear that the thing superimposed is not the 
real object seen some time before, but something like 
it. A mere experience, and not the reality, is what is 
necessary; hence the word observed. The experience 
should not be a present one, but a past one, and that 
is the significance of the word previously. So the thing 
superimposed is a false or unreal thing. But the thing 
on which it is superimposed is a real thing. The words 
by way of remembrance excludes all cases of recognition 
where the object previously observed again presents 
itself to our senses, as when a person seen at a partic¬ 
ular place is again seen at another place. In remem¬ 
brance the object previously observed is not in re¬ 
newed contact with the senses. It is mere remem¬ 
brance that operates in the case of superimposition. 

This definition of superimposition meets an objection 
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of the Mimimsakas, who say that an unreal thing 
cannot be an object of experience. According to them 
all knowledge is real; there can be nothing like false 
knowledge. They uphold the intrinsic validity of all 
knowledge, for every knowledge produces a sense of 
certainty in us and we have no doubt about it at the 
time. If it were otherwise, then we should always be 
in doubt and never arrive at any certainty. So every 
knowledge is true for the time being, though subsequent 
experience may prove that it was wrong, as in the case of 
an illusion. But from the definition of superimposition 
given by Sankara we find that because a particular 
thing is experienced it does not for that very reason be¬ 
come real. A thing may be unreal and at the same time 
may be experienced. Otherwise the water in a mirage 
would be a reality, which in fact we know it is not. 

The Prabhakara school of Mim^msakas raise a 
fresh objection. How can the world be unreal or non¬ 
existent? Non-existcnce is not a category by itself; it 
can be conceived only in relation to a real object. We 
speak of non-existence when one real object is predi¬ 
cated in terms of another real object. When we think 
of a pot in terms of a cloth, we say the negation of the 
cloth is the pot. That is all that is meant by non-exist¬ 
ence; apart from this, it has no reality. An unreal 
object can never be the object of our experience. So 
this world, if it were unreal, could never be the object 
of our experience. 

Applying this argument in the case of a mirage, we 
find that the reality, the sun’s rays refracted by layers 
of air, is, according to the Mimamsakas, nothing but 
the negation of water, and it is therefore self-evident that 
the phenomenon we experience cannot be water. 
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Neither can they say that the water in the mirage is 
not real, since it is experienced. So the water in the 
mirage is neither real nor unreal, nor can it be both at 
the same time. Therefore we have to accept the phe¬ 
nomenon as something beyond our comprehension 
(Anirvachaniya), which is exactly the view of Sankara. 

Sankara says that the nature of objects is twofold, 
real and unreal. The first manifests by its very nature, 
depending on the object itself; the second, the unreal 
appearance, depends on some other thing for its 
manifestation. In a mirage the rays of the sun are a 
reality, but their appearance as water is unreal and 
depends on something else, the impressions (Samskaras) 
produced by seeing water elsewhere before. That which 
is real always continues to be so, but the unreal is ever 
changing. Brahman, the Reality, remains unchanged; 
but Mayi and its products, which are assumed to exist 
in Brahman, are unreal and therefore everchanging, 
yet experienced by us. The world phenomena are 
neither real nor unreal, nor both; they are unspeakable 
(Anirvachaniya). 

DEFINITION OF SUPERIMPOSITION ACCORDING TO 

OTHER SCHOOLS 

The four schools of philosophy in Buddhism define 
superimposition as “the superimposition of the attri¬ 
butes of one thing on another”. They maintain that 
in superimposition forms of cognition, or modes of the 
internal organ in the form of the object, are superim¬ 
posed on an external object which itself may be real or 
illusory. The Prabhikaras refute this definition, for 
according to the Buddhists there is no separate entity 
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called the Self apart from consciousness (Vijn^na). The 
Self is but a form of consciousness. If in an illusion, 
where a rope is taken for a snake, the snake also be a 
form of cognition, then our experience ought to be of the 
kind “I am a snake” or “My snake”, and not as “This 
is a snake”. Therefore Pribhakaras define superim¬ 
position as “an error arising from the non-perception 
of the difference of that which is superimposed from 
that on which it is superimposed”. There is no positive 
wrong or illusory knowledge, but a mere non-perception 
of the difference between two real experiences, one 
of which is a past experience. Where a mother-of-pearl 
is taken for silver, the difference between the mother- 
of-pearl seen at the moment and the silver remem¬ 
bered is not perceived. Naiyayikas refute this defi¬ 
nition on the ground that mere non-perception of the 
difference cannot induce us to action. But as a matter 
of fact we are tempted to possess the silver seen in a 
mother-of-pearl. Where there is no positive knowl¬ 
edge, as, for example, in profound sleep (Sushupti), 
there is no activity. It is positive knowledge that is 
responsible for our activity, as we find from our ex¬ 
perience in the dream and waking states. Nor can a 
mere remembrance induce us to action. So in illusion 
we are conscious of silver as a reality present before 
us, and not as a mere remembrance. 

The Naiyayikas therefore define superimposition as 
“the fictitious assumption of attributes (like those of 
silver) contrary to the nature of the thing (e.g, the 
mother-of-pearl) on which something else (silver) is 
superimposed”. An identity is established between the 
object present before us (the mother-of-pearl) and 
the silver remembered, which is not here and now, 
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but imagined, and which exists as a reality somewhere 
else. The person is not conscious that it is only a 
memory of silver, and not an actuality. This identity 
between the silver seen elsewhere and the mother- 
of-pearl is what gives rise to the illusion. There is thus 
a positive factor in this experience, which is not the 
case in the Pabh^karas’ definition. Yet it may be 
questioned how the silver which exists elsewhere can 
be in contact with the senses, which is essential if the 
silver is to be experienced as an actuality in front of 
us and not a mere memory. If it be said that there is 
transcendental contact (Alaukika Jnanalakshana San- 
nikarsha) of the senses with it, then where fire is in¬ 
ferred from smoke we can say it is also a case of 
transcendental contact, and inference as a means to 
knowledge becomes unnecessary. Therefore we have to 
accept that in illusion an indescribable (Anirvacha- 
niya) silver is produced, which is a reality for the time 
being. It is this silver which is directly perceived by 
the senses and gives rise to the knowledge, “This is 
silver”. The silver that is seen in the mother-of-pearl 
is not present somewhere else, for in that case it could 
not have been experienced as here and now; nor is it 
in the mind. Neither is it a mere nonentity, for then 
it could not have been an object of perception; nor 
can it be inherent in the mother-of-pearl, for in that 
case it could not have been sublated afterwards. So 
we are forced to say that the silver has no real existence 
anywhere, but has only an apparent reality for the 
time being which is unspeakable. 

This superimposition is called ignorance (Avidyi) 
metaphorically, the effect being put for the cause. 
Ignorance does not mean want of knowledge, but that 
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kind of knowledge which is stultified later on by the 
knowledge of things as they are. Its counterpart is 
called knowledge (Vidyi), When the Self is discrimi¬ 
nated from its limiting adjuncts through Vedintic 
discipline and practice (S^dhan^), viz. hearing of 
scriptural texts, reflection, and meditation on them, 
then knowledge dawns, which destroys this superim¬ 
position. A mere intellectual knowledge is however not 
meant here, but actual realization. Since through this 
superimposition the two objects are not in the least 
affected by the good or bad qualities of each other, 
once true knowledge dawns, it roots out ignorance 
with all its effects, leaving no chance of its cropping 
up again. The recrudescence would have been possible 
if owing to the superimposition the Self was in any way 
contaminated by the non-Self and its properties. 

This superimposition (Adhyasa) due to ignorance is 
the presumption on which arc based the distinctions 
among the means of knowledge, objects of knowledge, 
and knowing persons, in our career of daily activity, 
and so are also based all scriptural texts, whether they 
refer to rituals (Karma) or knowledge (Jn^lna). All 
our experience starts in this error which identifies the 
Self with the body, senses, etc. All cognitive acts pre¬ 
suppose this kind of false identification, for without 
it the pure Self can never be a knower, and without a 
knowing personality, the means of right knowledge 
cannot operate. Therefore the means of right knowl¬ 
edge and the scriptural texts belong to the sphere of 
ignorance (Avidya). They are meant only for one 
who is still under ignorance and has not realized the 
Self. They are valid only so long as the ultimate Truth 
is not realized; they have just a relative value. But 

6 
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from the standpoint of the ultimate Truth, our so- 
called knowledge is all Avidy^ or no knowledge at all. 
In the phenomenal world, however, they are quite 
valid and are capable of producing empirical knowl¬ 
edge. 

That our knowledge (empirical) is no knowledge at 
all is further proved by the fact that we do not differ 
from animals in the matter of cognition. Just as a cow 
runs away when she sees a man with a raised stick in 
his hand, while she approaches one with a handful of 
green grass, so also do men, who possess higher intel¬ 
ligence, walk away from wicked persons shouting with 
drawn swords, while they approach those of an oppo¬ 
site nature. The behaviour of animals in cognition, 
etc. is well known to be based on ignorance. Therefore 
it can be inferred that man’s conduct in the matter of 
cognition, etc., so long as they are under delusion, is 
also similarly based. 

It may seem rather strange to say that even the 
scriptures belong to the field of ignorance (Avidya); 
for though in ordinary matters of cognition, etc., we 
may resemble animals and act through ignorance, 
yet in matters religious, such as the performance of 
sacrifices, the person who engages himself in them has 
the knowledge that the Self is separate from the body, 
since otherwise he cannot expect to enjoy the fruits 
of his ritualistic acts in heaven, the body being de¬ 
stroyed at death. But we forget that though a person 
who engages himself in ritualistic acts may have a 
knowledge of the Self as distinct from the body, yet it 
is not necessary that he should have a knowledge of 
the real nature of the Self as given by the Ved^ta 
texts; rather such knowledge is destructive to him. 



AdhyAsa] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 17 

For how can a person who knows the Self to be not an 
enjoyer, agent, and so forth undertake any sacrifice 
enjoined by the scriptures? Scriptural texts like, “A 
Br^hmana should perform a sacrifice”, are operative 
only on the supposition that attributes such as caste, 
stage of life, age, and circumstances are superimposed 
on the Self, which is none of these. Not only is ritual¬ 
ism (Karmak^nda) meant for persons under ignorance 
(Avidyi), but even so is the Vedanta; for without the 
distinction of the means of knowledge, objects of knowl¬ 
edge, and knower it is not possible to comprehend 
the meaning of the Vedanta texts. A person who is con¬ 
scious of these distinctions is under the sway of igno¬ 
rance (Avidya), being in the world of duality. But 
there is a difference between Vedanta and ritualism. 
While the latter has for its goal that which is within 
the sphere of ignorance, like enjoyment in heaven etc., 
the former helps one to realize his true nature, which 
destroys all ignorance. 

How can ignorance lead to knowledge? Empirical 
knowledge can produce transcendental knowledge 
through its empirical validity. To put it in Sri Rama- 
krishna’s beautiful language, “When we run a thorn 
in our hand we take it out by means of another thorn 
and throw out both. So relative knowledge alone can 
remove that relative ignorance which blinds the eye 
of the Self. But such knowledge and such ignorance 
are both alike included in Avidya; hence the man who 
attains to the highest Knowledge (Jnana), the knowl¬ 
edge of the Absolute, does away in the end with both 
knowledge and ignorance, being free himself from all 
duality.” But before the dawning of real knowledge 
the authority of the Vedas stands unquestioned, for a 
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knowledge that has not been realized cannot prevent 
a person from entering on ritualistic activities. It is 
only after realization that scriptural texts cease to be 
operative. But before that, “Let the scriptures be thy 
authority in ascertaining what ought to be done and 
what ought not to be done. Having known what is said 
in the ordinance of the scriptures thou shouldst act 
here** (Gita 16. 24). But when realization dawns, then, 
“To the sage who has known the Self, all the Vedas 
are of so much use as a reservoir is when there is flood 
everywhere*’ (Gita 2. 46). It is only for the knower of 
Brahman that they have no value, and not for others. 



CHAPTER I 


Section I 

Topic 1\ The inquiry into Brahman and 
its prerequisites. 

Now 3r^: therefore ^^rfaRTRTT the inquiry (into 
the real nature) of Brahman. 

1. Now (after the attainment of the requi¬ 
site spiritual qualities) therefore (as the results 
obtained by sacrifices etc., are ephemeral, where¬ 
as the result of the knowledge of Brahman is 
eternal), the inquiry (into the real nature) of 
Brahman (which is beset with doubts owing to 
the conflicting views of various schools of phi¬ 
losophy, should be taken up). 

At the very beginning the utility of such an inquiry 
is questioned. 

Objection: Such an inquiry is not worth the trouble. 
An intelligent man generally does not enter into an 
inquiry about an object which is already known, or 
the knowledge of which does not serve any useful 
purpose. He is always guided by utility. Now Brah¬ 
man is such an object. As Brahman pure and uncondi- 
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tioned, there is no doubt or indefiniteness about it, 
for wc have such definitions as, “Brahman is Truth, 
Knowledge, Infinity” (Taitt. 2.1). As identical with 
the Self (Atman)—^which the Veddnta holds—also, 
there is no doubt about Brahman; for the Self is 
nothing but the object of the notion of ‘F, the empiri¬ 
cal self which is well known to exist as something 
different from the body, senses, etc. Moreover, no 
one doubts his own existence. There is therefore no 
indefiniteness about Brahman, which would induce 
one to make an inquiry into It. The objection that this 
empirical self is a result of superimposition (Adhyasa) 
of the non-Self on the Self and vice versa, and is there¬ 
fore not the true Self, cannot be accepted, for such a 
superimposition between two absolutely contradictory 
objects is not possible. 

Again, the knowledge of this Self or Brahman which, 
as shown above, everyone possesses, cannot destroy 
the world phenomena and help one to attain Libera¬ 
tion, for they have been existing together side by side 
all along from time immemorial. And as there is no 
other knowledge of the Self besides ‘Egoconsciousness’, 
which can be called the true knowledge of the Self, 
there is no chance of the world phenomena ever ceas¬ 
ing to exist. In other words, the world is a reality, and 
not something illusory. So the knowledge of Brahman 
serves no useful purpose such as the attainment of 
Liberation from relative existence (Samsdra), For 
these reasons an inquiry into Brahman is not desir¬ 
able. 

Answer: An inquiry into Brahman is desirable, be¬ 
cause there is some indefiniteness with respect to It, 
for we find various conflicting views concerning Its 
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nature. Different schools of philosophy hold different 
views. Superimposition would have been an impos¬ 
sibility, and there would have been no indefiniteness 
about Brahman, if the empirical self* had been the 
real Self. But it is not. The scriptures (Srutis) say that 
the Self is free from all limiting adjuncts and is in¬ 
finite, all-blissful, all-knowing, One without a second, 
and so on. This the scriptures repeatedly inculcate, 
and as such it cannot be interpreted in any secondary 
or figurative sense. But the empirical self is felt as 
occupying definite space, as when we say, T am in the 
room’, as involved in manifold miseries, as ignorant, 
etc. How can this kind of notion be regarded as the 
true knowledge of the Self? To regard the Self, which 
is beyond limitation etc., as being limited etc., is 
itself an illusion, and hence superimposition is a self- 
evident fact. The result of the true knowledge of the 
Self leads to Liberation and so serves a very, very 
fruitful purpose. Therefore an inquiry about Brahman 
through an examination of the Vedanta texts dealing 
with It is worth while and should be undertaken. 

The word now in the Sutra is not used to introduce 
a new subject that is going to be taken up, in which 
sense it is generally used in other places, as for exam¬ 
ple, in the beginning of the Yoga-Sutras or the Purva 
Mimamsa-Sutras. Neither is it used in any other sense, 
except that of immediate consecution, that is, it implies 
an antecedent, which existing, the inquiry about 
Brahman would be possible, and without which it 
would be impossible. This antecedent is neither the 
study of the Vedas, for it is a common requisite for 
Purva Mimamsa as well as Vedanta, nor the knowl¬ 
edge and performance of rituals prescribed by the 
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Karmakinda, for these in no way help one who aspires 
after knowledge, but certain spiritual requisites. The 
spiritual requisites referred to are: (1) discrimination 
between things permanent and transient, (2) renuncia¬ 
tion of the enjoyment of fruits of action in this world 
and in the next, (3) the six treasures, as they are called, 
viz* not allowing the mind to externalize and checking 
the external instruments of the sense organs (Sama 
and Dama), not thinking of things of the senses (Upa- 
rati), ideal forbearance (Titiksh^), constant practice 
to fix the mind in God (Samadhana), and faith (Srad- 
dha); and (4) the intense desire to be free (Mumuk- 
shutvam). 


Topic 2: Definition of Brahman, 

iRf: II R II 

>srrqTfe Origin etc. {i,e, sustenance and dissolution) 
aiFT of this (world) w: from which. 

2. (Brahman is that omniscient, omnipotent 
cause) from which proceed the origin etc. 
sustenance and dissolution) of this (world). 

In the previous Sutra it has been established that an 
inquiry into Brahman should be made as it helps 
Liberation. Knowledge of Brahman leads to Libera¬ 
tion. Now in order that we may attain this knowledge 
of Brahman, It must have some characteristics by 
which It can be known; otherwise it is not possible to 
have such knowledge;. The opponent holds that Brah- 
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man has no such characteristics by which It can be 
defined, and in the absence of a definition there can 
be no knowledge of Brahman, and consequently no 
Freedom. 

This Sutra refutes that objection and gives a defi¬ 
nition of Brahman: “That which is the cause of the 
world is Brahman*’—where the imagined “cause of 
the world” is indicative of Brahman. This is called 
the Tatastha Lakshana, or that characteristic of a 
thing which is distinct from its nature and yet serves 
to make it known. In the definition given by this 
Sutra, the origin, sustenance, and dissolution are 
characteristics of the world and as such are in no way 
related to Brahman, which is eternal and changeless; 
yet these indicate Brahman, which is imagined to be 
the cause of the world, just as an imagined snake indi¬ 
cates the rope when we say, “that which is the snake 
is the rope”. 

The scriptures give another definition of Brahman 
which describes Its true nature: “Truth, Knowledge, 
Infinity is Brahman.” This is called the Svarupa 
Lakshana, that which defines Brahman in Its true 
essence. These words, though they have different mean¬ 
ings in ordinary parlance, yet refer to the one indi¬ 
visible Brahman, even as the words, father, son, 
brother, husband, etc. refer to one and the same per¬ 
son according to his relation with different individuals. 

It must not however be thought that the First Cause 
of the universe is arrived at by this Sutra through mere 
reasoning, inference, and other means of right knowl¬ 
edge usually valid in this sense world. Brahman can¬ 
not be so established independently of the scriptures 
(Sruti), Though from the effect, the world, we can 
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infer that it must have a cause, we cannot establish 
with certainty what exactly is the nature of that cause. 
We cannot say that Brahman alone is the cause and 
nothing else, as Brahman is not an object of the senses. 
The relation of cause and effect can be established 
where both the objects are perceived. Inference etc. 
may give only strong suggestions of Brahman’s being 
the First Cause of the world. A thing established by 
mere inference, however well thought out, is explained 
otherwise by greater intellects. Reasoning also is 
endless according to the intellectual capacity of people 
and therefore cannot go far in the ascertainment of 
Truth. So the scriptures ought to be the basis of all 
reasoning. It is experience that carries weight, and 
the scriptures are authoritative because they are the 
records of the experience of master minds that have 
come face to face with Reality (Aptav^kya), That is 
why the scriptures arc infallible. Hence in ascertain¬ 
ing the First Cause the scriptures alone are authority. 

The prime object of this Sutra, therefore, is not to 
establish Brahman through inference but to discuss 
scriptural passages which declare that Brahman is the 
First Cause—texts like: “That from which these beings 
are born, by which they live after birth and into which 
they enter at death—try to know That. That is Brah¬ 
man” (Taitt. 3.1). The Sutra collects the Vedanta 
texts for the full comprehension of Brahman. Once the 
scriptures have declared Brahman to be the First 
Cause, reasoning etc. may be taken advantage of in 
so far as they do not contradict the scriptures, but 
rather supplement them, in ascertaining the sense of 
the Veddnta texts. Such reasoning must be corro¬ 
borative of the truth inculcated. This kind of reason- 
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ing include the hearing of the texts (Sravana), thinking 
about their meaning (Manana), and meditation on 
them (Nididhyisana). This leads to intuition. By in¬ 
tuition is meant that mental modification (Vritti) of 
the mind (Chitta) which destroys our ignorance about 
Brahman. When the ignorance is destroyed by this 
mental modification in the form of Brahman (Brahm4- 
kara Vritti), Brahman, which is self-luminous, reveals 
Itself. In ordinary perception when we cognize an 
object the mind (Chitta) takes the form of the external 
object, which destroys the ignorance about it, and 
consciousness reflected in this modification of the 
mind manifests the object. In the case of Brahman, 
however, the mental modification destroys the igno¬ 
rance, but Brahman, which is consciousness pure and 
simple, manifests Itself, being self-luminous. That is 
why the scriptures describe Brahman as ‘Not this’, 
‘Not this’, thus removing the ignorance about it. 
Nowhere is Brahman described positively, as ‘It is 
this’, ‘It is this’. 

There is thus a difference between an inquiry into 
Brahman and an inquiry into religious duty (Dharma 
Jijnasa). In the latter case, the scriptures alone are 
authority. Purva Mimamsa says that if you do such and 
such a thing, you will get such and such results. It is 
something yet to come and does not exist at the time. 
So no other proof is available regarding the truth of 
these statements except faith in them. But Vedanta 
speaks about Brahman, which is an already existing 
entity, and not dependent on human endeavour. 
Therefore, besides faith in the scriptural texts there 
are other means available to corroborate its statements. 
That is why there is room for reasoning etc. in Vedinta, 
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Topic 3: Brahman cognizable only through the 

scriptures* 



The scripture being the means of 
right knowledge. 

*3. The scriptures (alone) being the means 
of right knowledge (with regard to Brahman, 
the proposition laid in Sutra 2 becomes corrob¬ 
orated) . 

This Sutra makes the idea expressed in Sutra 2 
clearer. If any doubt has been left regarding the fact 
that Brahman as the origin etc. of the world is estab¬ 
lished by scriptural authority and not by inference 
etc. independently of it, this Sutra makes it clear 
that Srutis alone are proof about Brahman. 

Objection: Brahman is an already existing thing like 
a pot, and so It can be known by other means of right 
knowledge independently of the scriptures. 

Answer: Brahman has no form etc. and so cannot 
be cognized by direct perception. Again in the ab¬ 
sence of inseparable characteristics, as smoke is of fire. 
It cannot be established by inference or analogy (Upa- 
m^na). Therefore, It can be known only through the 


•This Sutra can also be interpreted in another way. It has 
been said in Sutra 2 that Brahman, which is the cause of this manifold 
universe, must naturally be omniscient. This Sutra corroborates 
it. In that case it would read: “(The omniscience and omnipotence of 
Brahman follow from Its) being the source of the scriptures.” The 
scriptures declare that the Lord Himself breathed forth the Vedas. 
So He who has produced these scriptures containing such stupendous 
knowledge cannot but be omniscient and omipotent. 
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scriptures. The scriptures themselves say, “One who is 
ignorant of the scriptures cannot know that Brahman.’* 
No doubt, as already referred to in the previous Sutra, 
these means of right knowledge also have a scope, 
but it is only after Brahman is established by the scrip¬ 
tures—as supplementary to them and not independent 
of them. 

Topic 4\ Brahman the main purport of all 
Vedanta texts, 

II V II 

^ That g[ but because It is the main 

purport. 

4. But that (Brahman is to be known only 
from the scriptures and not independently by 
any other means is established) because It is 
the main purport (of all Vedanta texts). 

Objection by Purva Mimdmsakas: The Vedanta texts 
do not refer to Brahman. The Vedas cannot possibly 
aim at giving information regarding such self-estab¬ 
lished, already existing objects like Brahman, which 
can be known through other sources. They generally 
give information only about objects that cannot be 
known through other means of right knowledge, and 
about the means to attain such objects. Again Brah¬ 
man, which is our own Self, can neither be desired nor 
shunned and as such cannot be an object of human 
effort. So a mere statement of fact about an existing 
object like Brahman, incapable of being desired or 
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shunned and therefore useless, would make the scrip¬ 
tures purposeless. 

Vedic passages have a meaning only in so far as they 
are related to some action. So the Vedanta texts, to 
have a meaning, must be so construed as to be con¬ 
nected with action (rituals), as supplementing them 
with some necessary information. The texts dealing 
with the individual soul in the Vedanta, therefore, 
refer to the agent; those dealing with Brahman refer 
to the Deities; and those dealing with creation refer 
to spiritual practices (Sadhanas). In that case, being 
supplementary to action, the Vedanta texts will have 
a purpose. But if they are taken to refer to Brahman 
only, they will be meaningless, inasmuch as they will 
not be helpful to any action. 

Answer: The word but in the Sutra refutes all these 
objections. The Vedanta texts refer to Brahman only, 
for all of them have Brahman for their main topic. The 
main purport of a treatise is gathered from the fol¬ 
lowing characteristics: (1) Beginning and conclusion, 
(2) repetition, (3) uniqueness of subject-matter, (4) 
fruit or result, (5) praise, and (6) reasoning. These six 
help to arrive at the real aim or purport of any work. 
In chapter six of the Chhandogya Upanishad, for ex¬ 
ample, Brahman is the main purport of all the para¬ 
graphs; for all these six characteristics point to Brah¬ 
man. It begins, “This universe, my boy, was but the 
Real (Sat), in the beginning” (Chh. 6.2.1), and conclu¬ 
des by saying, “In it all that exists has its self. It is true. 
It is the Self” {Ibid, 6. 15. 2)— which also refers to the 
Sat or Brahman. In the frequent repetition, “Thou art 
That, O Svetaketu”, the same Brahman is referred to. 
The uniqueness of Lrahman is quite apparent, as It can- 
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not be realized either by direct perception or inference 
in the absence of form etc. and characteristics respec¬ 
tively. Reasoning also has been adopted by the scrip¬ 
tures here by citing the example of clay to elucidate 
their point. As different objects are made out of clay, so 
are all things created from this Brahman. The descrip¬ 
tion of the origin of the universe from Brahman, and 
of its sustenance by and reabsorpdon in It is by way of 
praise (Arthavada). The result or fruit (Phala) is also 
mentioned, viz- that through the knowledge of Brah¬ 
man everything else is known. When we realize Brah¬ 
man the universal Reality, we know all the particulars 
involved in It. So all these six characteristics go to 
show that the main topic of the Vedanta texts, as cited 
above, is Brahman. 

Again, these texts cannot be made to refer to the 
agent etc., for they arc treated in quite a different 
section from the Karmakanda. Neither are the texts 
useless, for from the comprehension of these texts re¬ 
sults Liberation, without any reference to action on 
the part of the person, even as a mere statement that 
it is a rope and not a snake helps to destroy one’s 
illusion. A mere intellectual grasp of the texts, how¬ 
ever, will not help the person to attain Liberation; 
actual realization is what is meant here. 

Objection: The scriptures have a purpose in so far 
as they lay down injunctions for man. They either 
induce him to or prohibit him from some action. The 
very meaning of the word ‘Sastra’ is this. Even the 
Vedanta texts are related to injunctions and thus have 
a purpose. For though they have Brahman for their 
main purport, yet they do not end there, but after 
describing the nature of Brahman they enjoin on man 
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to realize Brahman through intuition. “The Self is to 
be realized—to be heard of, thought about, and medi¬ 
tated upon”—in passages like this the scriptures, after 
enjoining on man to be conversant first with the nature 
of Brahman, further enjoin thinking and meditation 
on the meaning of those passages for the attainment 
of direct experience. Thus they formulate injunctions 
with regard to the knowledge of Brahman. 

Answer: “He who knows the Supreme Brahman 
becomes Brahman indeed” (Mu. 3. 2. 9)—texts like 
this show that to know Brahman is to become Brah¬ 
man. But since Brahman is an already existing entity, 
we cannot say that to know Brahman involves an act, 
like a ritualistic act, having for its result Brahman. 
When ignorance is removed Brahman manifests Itself, 
even as when the illusion of the snake is removed the 
rope manifests itself. Here the rope is not the creation 
of any act. The identity of the individual soul and 
Brahman set forth in texts like, “I am Brah¬ 
man” (Brih. 1.4. 10), is not a fancy or imagina¬ 
tion, but an actuality, and therefore differs from medi¬ 
tation and devout worship as prescribed by the scrip¬ 
tures in texts like, “One should meditate on the mind 
as Brahman”, and “The Sun is Brahman” (Ghh. 3. 18. 
1; 3. 19. 1). The knowledge of Brahman, therefore, 
does not depend on human endeavour, and hence it is 
impossible to connect Brahman or the knowledge of 
It with any action. Neither can Brahman be said to 
be the object of the act of knowing; for there are texts 
like, “It is different from the known, again It is be¬ 
yond the unknown” (Ken. 1, 4), and “Through what, 
O Maitreyi, can the knower be known?” (Brih. 2. 4. 
14). In the same v^ay Brahman is denied as an object 
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of devout worship (Up^san^)—“Know that alone to 
be Brahman, not that which people adore here” (Ken, 
1. 5). The scriptures, therefore, never describe Brah¬ 
man as this or that, but only negate manifoldness which 
is false, in texts like, “There is no manifoldness in It” 
(Kath. 2. 4, 11), and “He who sees manifoldness in It 
goes from death to death” (Kath. 2. 4. 10). 

Moreover, the result of action is either creation, 
modification, purification or attainment. None of these 
is applicable to the knowledge of Brahman, which is 
the same thing as Liberation. If Liberation were 
created or modified, it would not be permanent, and 
no school of philosophers is prepared to accept such 
a contingency. Since Brahman is our Inner Self, we 
cannot attain It by any action, as a village is attained 
by our act of going. Nor is there any room for a puri¬ 
ficatory ceremony in the eternally pure Self. 

Knowledge itself, again, cannot be said to be an 
activity of the mind. An action depends upon human 
endeavour and is not bound up with the nature of 
things. It can either be done, or not done or modified 
by the agent. Knowledge, on the other hand, does not 
depend upon human notions, but on the thing itself. 
It is the result of the right means, having for its objects 
existing things. Knowledge can therefore neither be 
made, nor not made, nor modified. Although mental, 
it differs from such meditations as “Man is fire, 
O Gautama”, “Woman is fire”, etc. (Ghh. 5. 7. 
1; 5. 8. 1). 

Thus Brahman or the knowledge of Brahman being 
in no way connected with action, injunctions have no 
place with regard to It. Therefore texts like, “The 
Atman is to be realized” etc., though imperative in 

7 
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character, do not lay down any injunction, but are 
intended to turn the mind of the aspirant from things 
external, which keep one bound to this relative exist¬ 
ence, and direct jt inwards. Further it is not true that 
the scriptures can have a purpose if only they enjoin 
or prohibit some action, for even by describing exist¬ 
ing things they serve a useful purpose, if thereby they 
conduce to the well-being of man, and what can do 
this better than the knowledge of Brahman, which 
results in Liberation ? The comprehension of Brahman 
includes hearing, reasoning, and meditation. Mere 
hearing does not result in full comprehension or realiza¬ 
tion of Brahman. Reasoning and meditation are also 
subservient to that full comprehension. Hence it can¬ 
not be said that they are enjoined. If after full com¬ 
prehension Brahman was found to be related to some 
injunction, then only it could be said to be supple¬ 
mentary to action. 

So Brahman is in no way connected with action. 
All the Vedinta texts deal with an independent topic, 
which is Brahman, and these texts are the only proof 
of this Brahman, as it is not possible to know It through 
any other source. 

So far it has been shown in the previous Sutras that 
all the Vedanta texts refer exclusively to Brahman 
without any connection whatsoever with action, and 
that Brahman is the omniscient, omnipotent cause of 
the origin etc. of this universe. Here the Sankhyas 
raise an objection: The Vedanta texts about creation 
do not refer to Brahman but to the unintelligent 
Pradh^na made up of the three Gunas (constituents) 
—Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas, as the First Cause. The 
Pradh^na is omnipotent with respect to its effects. 
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Again the Pradhina has Sattva for one of its com¬ 
ponents, of which, according to Smriti (Giti 14. 17), 
knowledge is an attribute. Therefore the Pradhana can 
figuratively be said to be omniscient, because of its 
capacity for all knowledge. To Brahman, on the other 
hand, which is isolated and pure intelligence itself, 
you cannot ascribe all-knowingness or partial-knowl¬ 
edge. Moreover, as the Pradhana has three com¬ 
ponents, it seems reasonable that it alone is capable of 
undergoing modifications, like clay, into various 
objects of name and form, and not Brahman, which is 
uncompounded, homogeneous, and unchangeable. 
Moreover, the First Cause is an already existing en¬ 
tity and so can be established by inference from its 
effects and even the scriptures recommend inference 
of the cause from the effect. So what the Vedanta texts 
about creation say with respect to the First Cause holds 
good, and more aptly so, in the case of the Pradhana, 
and therefore it is the First Cause referred to by the 
scriptures. 

Topic 5: The First Cause an intelligent 
principle, 

Sutras 5-11 refute these arguments of the Sinkhyas 
and establish Brahman as the First Cause. The dis¬ 
cussion mainly refers to the sixth chapter of the 
Chhllndogya Upanishad. 

lUII 

On account of thinking (seeing) ^ is not 
3Rr®^ not based on the scriptures. 
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5. On account of thinking (being attrib¬ 
uted to the First Cause by the scriptures, the 
Pradhana) is not (the First Cause referred to 
by them); it (Pradhina) is not based on the 
scriptures. 

The First Cause is said, in the scriptures, to have 
willed or thought before creation. “This universe, my 
dear, was but the Real (Sat) in the beginning—One 
only without a second. It thought, ‘may I be many, 
may I grow!’ and It projected fire” (Chh. 6. 2. 2-3). 
“It (the Atman) willed, ‘Let me project worlds!’ So It 
projected these worlds” (Ait. 1. 1. 1-2). Such thinking 
or willing is not possible to the insentient Pradhana. 
It is possible only if the First Cause is an intelligent 
principle like Brahman. 

The all-knowingness attributed to the Pradhana 
because of its Sattva component is inadmissible, as 
Sattva is not predominant in the Pradhana, since all 
the three Gunas are in a state of equilibrium. If in 
spite of this it is said to be capable of producing knowl¬ 
edge, then the other two Gunas must be equally 
capable of retarding knowledge. So while Sattva will 
make it all-knowing. Rajas and Tamas will make it 
partly knowing, which is a contradiction. 

That all-knowingness and creation are not possible 
to Brahman, which is pure intelligence itself and un¬ 
changeable, is also not true. For Brahman can be 
all-knowing and creative through Miya. So Brahman, 
the Sat of the text quoted, which thought, is the First 
Cause. 

The Si.nkhyas again try to avoid the difficulty 
created by thinkh.g being attributed to the First 
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Cause thus: In the same text quoted above it is said 
further on, “That fire thought, ‘may I be many, may 
I grow!’ and it projected water... .Water thought,... 
it projected earth” (Chh. 6. 2. 3-4). Here fire and water 
are material things, and yet thinking is attributed to 
them. Similarly the thinking by the Sat (Real), in the 
text originally quoted, can also be taken figuratively, 
in which case the Pradhana, though insentient, can 
yet be the First Cause. 

This argument the following Sutra refutes. 

51, II % II 

Secondary (figurative) if (it be said) ^ 

not because of the word ‘Self’ (Atman). 

6. If it be said (that ‘thinking’) is used in a 
secondary sense (with regard to Sat); (we say) 
not so, because of the word ‘Self’ (by which the 
First Cause is referred to in the scriptures). 

The Sat (Real) of the text cited in the previous 
Sutra after creating fire, water, etc. thought, “Let me 
now enter into these three as this living self (Jiva) and 
evolve names and forms” (Chh. 6. 3. 2.). The Sat, the 
First Cause, refers to the intelligent principle, the 
Jiva, as its self. The insentient Pradhana cannot 
refer to an intelligent principle like the Jiva as its self 
or as its own nature. 

The S^nkhyas again try to ward off this objection by 
saying that the word ‘Self’ (Atman) is equally used to 
refer to intelligent and non-intelligent things, as, for 
example, in expressions like Bhut^tm^ (the self of the 
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elements). Indriydtm^ (the self of the senses), etc., and 
so can be used in connection with the Pradh&na also. 
The next Sutra refutes this argument. 


II va II 

To one who is devoted to that (Sat) 
because Liberation is declared. 

7. (That Pradhana cannot be designated by 
the word ‘Self’ is established) because Libera¬ 
tion is declared to one who is devoted to that 
Sat (the First Cause). 

The sixth chapter of the Chhandogya Upanishad 
ends by instructing Svetaketu thus: “Thou art that.” 
An intelligent being such as Svetaketu cannot be 
identified with the insentient Pradhana. Moreover, in 
section 14, paragraphs 2-3 of this chapter. Liberation 
is said to result to one who is devoted to this Sat, and 
it cannot result from meditation on the insentient 
Pradhana. For these reasons, given in the previous 
Sutra and in this, the ‘Sat*, the First Cause, does not 
refer to the Pradhana but to an intelligent principle. 

II ^ II 

Fitness to be abandoned not being 
Stated (by the scriptures) ^ and. 

8. And because it is not stated (by the scrip¬ 
tures) that It (Sat) has to be abandoned, (Pra- 
dh^na cannot be denoted by the word ‘Sat’). 
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If the intention of the scriptures had been to take 
the aspirant step by step from grosser to subtler truths 
till finally the real nature of the Atman was presented 
to him, and for this purpjose they had referred to the 
Pradhana—denoted by the word ‘Sat* according to 
the Sinkhyas—as the Self, then there would have been 
later on a statement to the effect that this Pradh^a 
must be dropped, for it was not the real Self. But there 
is no such statement in the texts in question. On the 
contrary, the whole chapter of the Ghh^dogya Upa- 
nishad, in which the texts occur, deals with the Self 
as nothing but that Sat. Moreover, this chapter begins 
with the question, “What is that which being known 
everything is known?” Now if the Pradhana were the 
First Cause, then by knowing it everything would be 
known, which is not a fact. The enjoyer (Purusha), 
which is different from it, not being a product of the 
Pradhana like the objects of enjoyment, cannot be 
known by knowing the Pradhana. Therefore the Pra¬ 
dhana is not the First Cause, knowing which every¬ 
thing is known, according to the scriptures. Such a view 
will contradict the premiss. 


n ^ II 

^cfTCErqrq; On account of resolving or merging in 
one’s own Self. 

9. On account of (the individual soul) merg¬ 
ing in its own Self (or the universal Self referred 
to as the Sat, in deep sleep, the Pradhina can¬ 
not be denoted by the word ‘Self’). 
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“When a man is said to be thus asleep, he is united 
with the Sat, my child—he merges in his own Self” 
(Chh. 6. 8.1). Here it is taught that the individual soul 
merges in the Sat, and as it is impossible for the intelli¬ 
gent soul to merge in the insentient Pradhana, the 
latter cannot be the First Cause denoted by the word 
‘Sat* in the text. 



ii II 



On account of the uniformity of views. 


10. Because (all the Vedanta texts) uniformly 
refer to (an intelligent principle as the First 
Cause, Brahman is to be taken as that Cause). 

See Chh. 7. 26. 1, Pr. 3. 3, Taitt. 2. 1, etc. The 
scriptures themselves say, “Whom all the Vedas 
proclaim’* (Kath. 1. 2. 15). 


II U II 

Being declared by the Vedas ^ also. 

11. (That all-knowing Brahman alone is the 
First Cause of this world) because (it is so known 
directly) from the Vedas also. 

“He is the Cause, the Lord of the ruler of the sense 
organs (Jivitman) and has neither parent nor Lord” 
(Svet. 6. 9)—^where ‘He’ refers to the all-knowing Lord 
described in that chapter. 

Therefore it is er^ablished that the omniscient, 
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omnipotent Brahman is the First Cause and not the 
insentient Pradhana or anything else. 

From Sutra 12 onwards till practically the end of the 
first chapter a new topic is taken up for discussion, viz^ 
whether certain terms found in the Upanishads are 
used in their ordinary senses or as referring lo Brahman. 
Again the Upanishads speak of two types of Brahman, 
the Nirguna or Brahman without attributes and the 
Saguna or Brahman with attributes. It is the latter 
which is within the domain of Nescience and is the 
object of meditation (Upisani), which is of different 
kinds yielding different results; while the Nirguna 
Brahman, which is free from all imaginary limiting 
adjuncts of the other type is the object of knowledge. 
Meditation on the Saguna Brahman cannot lead to 
immediate Liberation. It can at best lead to gradual 
Liberation (Krama-Mukti). The knowledge of the 
Nirguna Brahman alone leads to immediate Libera¬ 
tion. Now in many places in the Upanishads Brahman 
is described apparently with qualifying adjuncts; yet 
the scriptures say that the knowledge of that Brahman 
leads to immediate Liberation. If Brahman is wor¬ 
shipped as limited by those adjuncts, it cannot 
lead to such Liberation. But if these qualifying ad¬ 
juncts are regarded as not being ultimately aimed at 
by the Sruti, but used merely as indicative of Brahman, 
then these very texts would refer to the Nirguna Brah¬ 
man and Liberation would be the immediate result 
of knowing that Brahman. So by reasoning we have 
to arrive at a conclusion as to the true significance of 
these texts, which obviously have a doubtful import. 

The issue of the Saguna and Nirguna Brahman as 
shown above is not, however, kept up all through, for in 
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many places it is not between them but between the 
Saguna Brahman and the individual soul or something 
else. 

Topic 6: Concerning *Hhe Self consisting of bliss*\ 

II IR II 

arpTf^Rtr: “The Self consisting of bliss” apsTORf 
because of the repetition. 

12. (In the passage) “The Self consisting of 
bliss” etc. (Brahman, which is spoken of as the 
tail, is put forward as an independenj; entity 
and not as something subordinate to Ananda- 
maya, the Self consisting of bliss) on account of 
the repetition (of Brahman as the main topic in 
many passages of that chapter). 

In topic 5 the word ‘thinking’ attributed to the 
First Cause is interpreted in its direct sense, thus estab¬ 
lishing the intelligent principle Brahman as the First 
Cause, and the figurative meaning, which would have 
established the Pradh^na, is thrown out as being 
doubtful. But here such a thing, that is the establish¬ 
ing of Brahman, is impossible, for the terms denoting 
parts allow no room for doubt, thus making it impos¬ 
sible to interpret the texts as referring to Brahman, 
This connects the present topic with the last one by 
way of objection. 

The passage in question is: “Different from this 
self, which consists of understanding (Vijndnamaya), 
is the inner self wk’ch consists of bliss, ... Joy is the 
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head, satisfaction is its right wing, rapture is its left 
wing, bliss is its trunk, Brahman is the tail, the sup¬ 
port” (Taitt. 2.5). The Sutra says that here Brahman, 
which is spoken of as the tail, is treated as an inde¬ 
pendent entity and is not to be taken as a part of 
“the self consisting of bliss”, for ‘tail’ here docs not 
mean the limb, in which sense it is generally used, but 
the support of the individual soul made up of “the 
self consisting of bliss”, as Brahman is the substratum 
of the imaginary individual soul. This conclusion is 
arrived at, because Brahman without any limiting 
adjuncts whatsoever is again and again reiterated in 
these Taittiriya texts. 

[Sutras 12-19 are interpreted by the Vrittikira 
(who is probably Upavarsha) as follows: The Taitti¬ 
riya Upanishad (2. 1-4) after enumerating the selves 
consisting of food, vital force, mind, and understand¬ 
ing, speaks of “the self consisting of bliss” in the passage 
quoted above (Taitt. 2,5). The question is whether 
this refers to the individual soul or Brahman. The 
opponent holds that it refers to the individual soul, 
because the word ‘Anandamaya’ denotes a modifica¬ 
tion and therefore cannot refer to Brahman, which is 
unchangeable. Moreover, five different parts are enu¬ 
merated of this Anandamaya, the self consisting of 
bliss; this is not possible in the case of Brahman, which 
is without parts. Sutras 12-19, according to this inter¬ 
pretation, maintain that ‘Anandamaya’, the self con¬ 
sisting of bliss, refers to Brahman on account of the 
repetition of the word ‘Anandamaya’ in these Taitti¬ 
riya texts. Repetition has already been said to be one 
of the characteristics by which the subject-matter of 
a passage is ascertained. Brahman, again, has been 
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proved to be the main topic of the Vedanta texts (Ghh. 
1, Sec. 1, Sutra 4). Therefore ‘Anandamaya* refers to 
Brahman. Moreover, the opening words of the second 
chapter of the Taittiriya Upanishad, “Truth, Knowl¬ 
edge, Infinity is Brahman” (Taitt. 2.1), and texts like, 
“He projected all this” (Taitt. 2.6), make it clear that 
Brahman is the topic. The termination ‘mayat’ is also 
not out of place in Brahman, for it is used here to denote 
an abundance of bliss. The possession of a body having 
parts is also ascribed to It, only because of the imme¬ 
diately preceding limiting condition, viz. the self con¬ 
sisting of understanding and does not really belong to 
It. Hence “the self consisting of bliss” is the highest 
Brahman. 

Sankara objects to this interpretation of the Sutras 
and says that Anandamaya cannot be the highest 
Brahman. First of all, there is no justification for sud¬ 
denly changing the interpretation of the affix ‘mayat’ 
from modification in the case of Vijnanamaya, Prana- 
maya, etc. in the preceding passages to abundance in the 
case of Anandamaya, so as to make this word refer to 
Brahman. Again the very idea of preponderance or 
abundance of bliss suggests that there is also misery 
in it, however slight. Such an idea with respect to 
Brahman is absurd. So Sankara replaces this inter¬ 
pretation of the Sutras, which Anandagiri attributes 
to the Vrittikara, by another, which we have repro¬ 
duced above.] 


jrrfsri^ ii ii 

On account of a word (‘tail’) denoting 
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part ?T is not ^ ^ if it be said fr not so on 

account of abundance (of terms denoting parts). 

13. If it be said (that Brahman) is not (spoken 
of as an independent entity in the passage) on 
account of a word ('tail’) denoting part, (we 
reply) not so, on account of abundance (or 
terms denoting parts). 

Owing to the abundance of phraseology denoting 
parts or limbs in the Taittiriya texts 2. 1-5, Brahman is 
designated as the tail just to keep up the foregoing 
imagery; but it is not intended to convey the idea that 
Brahman is actually a part or member of “the self 
consisting of bliss”. The object of the scriptures is to 
teach the knowledge of the real Self. If the “self con¬ 
sisting of bliss” were the real Self, the scriptures would 
refer to this in the concluding texts, but as a matter of 
fact they do not; on the other hand they refer to the 
Nirguna Brahman, which is therefore the real subject- 
matter. Brahman’s being the tail means, not that It is a 
part, but that It is the main support or abode of every¬ 
thing. 


515 ii ii 

Because (It) is declared to be the 
cause of it ^ and. 

14. And because (Brahman) is declared to 
be the cause of it (the self consisting of bliss, 
Brahman cannot be taken as a part of it). 

Brahman is the cause of everything, even of “the 
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self consisting of bliss”, as also of the four earlier 
named ones, viz* the self consisting of food, vital force, 
mind, and understanding. “He projected all this what¬ 
ever there is” (Taitt. 2.6). The cause cannot be a part 
of the effect. 


^ #1^ II II 

That which has been referred to in the 
Mantra portion i[cr the very same ^ moreover 
is sung. 

15. Moreover that very Brahman which has 
been referred to in the Mantra portion is sung 
(in this Brahmana passage as the tail). 

The second chapter of the Taittiriya Upanishad 
begins, “He who knows Brahman attains the Highest. 
... Brahman is Truth, Knowledge and Infinity.” This 
very Brahman is finally declared to be the tail. Other¬ 
wise there would be a contradiction between the 
Mantra and Brahmana portions, which cannot be, 
for the Brahmanas only explain what the Mantras 
declare. Therefore Brahman is the primary subject- 
matter and is not treated as a part of “the self consis¬ 
ting of bliss”. 


II II 

5T Not the other (Jiva) on account of 

impossibility. 

16. (Brahman and) not the other (the indi- 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


45 


1.1.18] 

vidual soul, is meant here) on account of the 
impossibility (of that assumption). 

He who is referred to in the passage, “The self consis¬ 
ting of bliss” etc. is said to be the creator of every¬ 
thing. “He projected all this whatever there is” (Taitt. 
2.6). This the individual soul cannot possibly do and 
so is not referred to in the passage, “The self consisting 
of bliss” etc. 


II Va II 

On account of the declaration of differ¬ 
ence ^ and. 

17. And on account of the declaration of 
difference (between the two, i.e, the one referred 
to in the passage, “The self consisting of bliss” 
etc. and the individual soul, the latter cannot be 
the one referred to in the passage). 

That which is referred to in the passage, “The self 
consisting of bliss” etc. is said to be of the essence of 
flavour, attaining which the individual soul is blissful, 
“It (That which is referred to in the passage, ‘The self 
consisting of bliss’ etc.) is flavour; only after attaining 
(this essence of) flavour is this (soul) blissful” (Taitt. 
2.7). Now that which is attained and the attainer 
cannot be the same. So the individual soul is not re¬ 
ferred to in that passage under discussion. 

II II 


sppTRl On account of the word ‘bliss’, literally 
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‘desire’, (denoting Brahman) ^ and (Anan- 

damaya also) cannot be inferred as Brahman. 

18. And on account of the word ‘bliss’, liter¬ 
ally ‘desire’^ (referring to Brahman), (you) can¬ 
not infer (Anandamaya is also Brahman, since 
the suffix ‘mayat’ is used to denote modifica¬ 
tion). 

In the scriptures the word ‘bliss’ is often used for 
Brahman; from this we cannot infer that Anandamaya, 
the self consisting of bliss, is also Brahman, for the 
suffix ‘mayat’ shows that it is a modification. This sets 
aside the whole of the interpretation of the Vrittik^ra 
mentioned under Sutra 12. 

srfwrw ^ ii ii 

In this its (the Jiva’s) ^ also 

mergence as that teaches. 

19. (The Vedas) also teach of its (the Jiva’s) 
becoming (on the dawning of Knowledge) one 
with this (referred to in the passage under 
discussion). 

Since the individual soul, on the dawning of Knowl¬ 
edge, becomes one with that which is referred to 
in the passage under discussion, the latter must be 
Brahman. 

Hence “the self consisting of bliss” is in no way the 
principal topic of these texts. It is Brahman which is 
the support of everything that is dealt with as an inde¬ 
pendent entity in these texts. 
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Topic 7: The person in the sun and the ^e is 

Brahman, 

II II 

argr: Within because Its characteristics 

are mentioned, 

20. (The one) within (the sun and the eye 
is Brahman), because Its characteristics are 
mentioned (therein). 

“Now that golden person who is seen within the 
sun, with a golden beard and golden hair.. .is named 
Ut, for he has risen (udita) above all evils.. .Rik and 
Saman are his joints.. .He is the lord of the worlds 
beyond the sun and of all objects desired by the gods” 
(Ghh. 1. 6. 6-8). “Now the person who is seen in the 
eye is Rik; he is Saman, Uktha, Tajus, Brahman. The form 
of that person in the eye is the same as that of the other 
(the person in the sun), the joints of the one are the 
joints of the other, the name of the one is the name of 
the other... He is the lord of the world beneath the 
body and of all objects desired by men” (Ghh. 1. 7. 
5-8). In the last topic, in spite of things to the con¬ 
trary, the very fact of the repetition of Brahman in the 
texts helped us to arrive at the conclusion that Brah¬ 
man was the topic of those texts. Following the same 
argument, the repetition of abode, form, limitations,, 
etc., in the texts cited ought to make some individual 
soul which has attained to that eminence of being the- 
presiding deity of the solar orb, and not Brahman,« 
the topic of these texts—this is the objection. 

8 
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The Sutra refutes this and says that the person 
spoken of is the Highest Brahman, as its characteris¬ 
tics—^such as being above all evils, being the self of 
everything like Rik, Yajus, S^man (these few being 
mentioned only by way of example), and his being the 
lord of the worlds beyond the sun and also of the worlds 
beneath the body—are mentioned. The mention of a 
particular abode, viz, the sun, and the eye, of form, as 
having a beard, and being golden in colour, and of a 
limitation of powers is only for the purpose of medita¬ 
tion (Upasana). The Highest Lord may, in order to 
gratify His devout worshippers, assume through Maya 
any form He likes. It is for the convenience of medita¬ 
tion that these limitations are imagined in Brahman, 
which otherwise, in Its true nature, is beyond them. 

II II 

On account of a distinction being made 
^ also 31^: is different. 

21. Also on account of a distinction being 
made (in another text between the two, i,e, the 
person in the sun and the individual soul ani¬ 
mating the sun) (the Lord) is different (from the 
latter). 

“He who dwells in the sun and is within the sun, 
whom the sun does not know, whose body the sun is and 
who rules the sun from within, is thy Self, the ruler 
within, the immortal” (Brih. 3. 7. 9)—this text clearly 
shows that the Highest Lord is within the sun and yet 
different from the individual soul identifying itself with 
the sun. This confirms the view expressed in the last 
Sutra. 
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Topic 8\ The word ^Akdsa* {ether) to be 
understood as Brahman. 

In the last topic the characteristics like “being above 
airevir* etc. being of doubtful import were made to 
refer to Brahman and not to the deity of the solar orb 
and accordingly the mention of form, etc. were inter¬ 
preted to be imagined in Brahman for the sake of 
meditation. But now the characteristics mentioned in 
the text that are taken up for discussion are not of 
doubtful import but refer clearly to elemental ether, so 
how will you interpret these texts—seems to be the 
view of the objector. 

II II 

srplOT: (The word) Akasa on account of 

the characteristic marks of that (Brahman). 

22. (The word) Akasa (ether) (is Brahman) 
on account of the characteristic marks of That 
{Le. Brahman) (being mentioned). 

“ ‘What is the goal of this world ?’ ‘Akasa’, he re¬ 
plied. For all these beings take their rise from Ak^sa 
only and dissolve in it. Akasa is greater than these. It 
is their ultimate goal. It indeed is the Supreme Udgitha 
... He who knowing this as such meditates on the 
Supreme Udgitha...” (Chh. 1. 9. 1-2). Here ‘Akasa’ 
refers to Brahman and not to the elemental Akasa 
(ether), as the characteristics of Brahman, namely, the 
rise of the entire creation from it and its return to it at 
dissolution are mentioned. No doubt these marks may 
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also refer to the ether, as the scriptures say that from 
the ether is produced air, from air fire, etc., and they 
return to the ether at the end of a cycle. But then the 
force of the words ‘all these’ and ‘only’ in the text 
quoted would be lost. To preserve it the text should 
be taken to refer to the fundamental cause of all, in¬ 
cluding the ether, which can be Brahman alone. The 
word ‘Akasa’ is also used for Brahman in other texts: 
“That which is called Akasa is the revealer of all forms 
and names” (Chh. 8. 14. 1). Again Brahman alone can 
be ‘greater than all’ and ‘their ultimate goal’ as men¬ 
tioned in the text. In other scriptural passages like, 
“He is greater than the earth, He is greater than the 
heavens” (Chh. 3. 14. 3), “Brahman is Knowledge and 
Bliss. It is the ultimate goal of him who makes gifts” 
(Brih. 3. 9. 28)—these qualities of being greater auid 
the ultimate goal of everything are mentioned, and 
therefore this interpretation is justified. Hence the 
Udgitha in the text cited is to be meditated upon not 
as a symbol of the ether but of Brahman. 

Topic 9: The word Prana to be understood 
as Brahman, 

sra n ii 

For the same reason stm: (the word) 
Prana (refers to Brahman). 

23. For the same reason (the word) Tr^na* 
(also refers to Brahman). 


“ ‘Which is that deity?’ ‘Prina’, he said. For all 
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these beings merge in Pr^na alone and from Prina they 
arise” (Chh. 1. 11. 4.-5). The question is whether 
Prastava (a division of Saman) is a symbol of the vital 
force or Brahman. Here Prana does not mean the 
vital force but Brahman, in which sense it is used in 
texts like, “The Prana of Prina” (Brih. 4. 4. 18). Why? 
Because the characteristic of Brahman, “All these 
beings merge in Prina,” etc. is mentioned. All the 
Jivas merge in Prana, and that is possible only if 
‘Prana* is Brahman and not the vital force (the ordinary 
sense of the word), in which only the senses get merged 
in deep sleep. 

Topic 10 \ The word Highf to be understood 
as Brahman. 

In the two previous topics, on account of the charac¬ 
teristics of Brahman being present in the texts quoted, 
it was possible to conclude that Brahman was referred to 
in them. The next Sutra takes up for discussion a text 
which itself does not mention the characteristics of 
Brahman, but the text prior to it does. 

ii ii 

Light on account of the mention 

of feet. 

24. (The word) ‘light’ (is Brahman) on ac¬ 
count of the mention of feet (in a complemen¬ 
tary passage). 

“Now that light which shines above this heaven, 
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beyond all, ... Let a man meditate on this” etc. 
(Chh, 3. 13. 7). Here the question is whether the medi¬ 
tation is to be on the light as such or on Brahman. The 
Sutra says that ‘light’ here does not mean physical 
light which helps vision, such as the sun, but Brahman, 
because feet (quarters) are mentioned in a preceding 
text: “This much is Its glory, greater than this is the 
Purusha. One foot of It is all beings while Its (remain¬ 
ing) three feet are immortal in heaven” (Chh. 3. 12. 6). 
The Brahman that has been so described in this passage 
is recognized in the one first quoted, where ‘light’ 
occurs, because there also it is said to be connected 
with ‘heaven’. Brahman is the subject-matter of not 
only the previous texts, but also of the subsequent 
texts; for in the section immediately following that 
which contains the passage under discussion {i,e. in 
Chh. 3. 14) Brahman is also the main topic. It is 
therefore but reasonable to say that the intervening 
section (Chh. 3. 13) also deals with Brahman. Hence 
‘light’ here means Brahman. The word ‘light’ can 
be used for Brahman, which manifests the world even 
as light manifests objects. The mention of limiting 
adjuncts with respect to Brahman, denoted by the 
word ‘light’ is only for the sake of meditation. 

. "S C i r-r ■ I •N r — n^r-r^ "V C* 

5=r, ^ ^ 

n II 

The metre (Gayatri) being mentioned 
!T is not if it be said ^ no cHTT in that way 

the application of the mind has been 
inculcated so it is seen (in other 

texts). 
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25. If it be said (that Brahman is) not (re¬ 
ferred to) on account of the metre (Giyatri) 
being mentioned; (we reply) no, because in that 
way by means of the metre), the application 
of the mind (on Brahman) has been inculcated; 
for so {i,e, through the help of the modifications 
of Brahman) it is seen (in other texts). 

An objection is raised that in the text “One foot of 
It is all beings”, Brahman is not referred to, but the 
metre Gayatri, for the first paragraph of the preceding 
section of the same Upanishad begins with, “G%atri is 
everything, whatever here exists,” etc. Therefore the 
feet referred to in the text cited in the last Sutra refer 
to this metre and not to Brahman. In reply it is said: 
Not so; for the text, “Gayatri is all this” etc., teaches 
that one should meditate upon the Brahman which is 
connected with this metre, because Brahman, being 
the cause of everything, is connected with that Glyatri 
also, and it is that Brahman which is to be meditated 
upon. This interpretation would be in keeping with the 
other texts in the same section, e.g, “That which is 
that Brahman” (Chh. 3. 12. 7) and also with “All this 
indeed is Brahman” (Chh. 3. 14. 1), where Brahman 
is the chief topic. Meditation on Brahman through Its 
modifications or effects is seen in other texts also. 
“Him the Bahvrichas meditate upon in the great 
hymn” etc. (Ait. Ar. 3. 2. 3. 12). Therefore Brahman 
is meant here, and not the metre Gayatri. 

ii ii 

The representation of beings etc. 
as feet is possible ^ also thus. 
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26. Thus also (we have to conclude, viz* that 
Brahman is the topic of the previous passage, 
where G^yatri occurs) because (thus only) the 
representation of the beings etc. as the feet (of 
Gayatri) is possible. 


The beings, earth, body, and heart can be feet only 
of Brahman and not of Gayatri, the metre—a mere 
collection of syllables. See Ch. 3. 12. 2-4. So by Giyatri 
is here meant Brahman as connected with the metre 
Giyatri. It is this Brahman so particularized by Giyatri 
that is said to be the self of all in the text, “Gayatri is 
everything” etc. This same Brahman is again recog¬ 
nized as ‘light* in Chh. 3. 13. 7. 

?r, tt ii 

On account of the difference in speci¬ 
fication ?r not %[ if it be said no arfcr 

in either (description) because there is no 

contradiction. 


27. If it be said (that Brahman of the Gayatri 
passage cannot be recognized in the passage 
dealing with ‘light’), on account of difference in 
specification, (we reply) no, there being no con¬ 
tradiction in either (description to such a re¬ 
cognition) . 

In the Gayatri passage heaven is specified as the 
abode of Brahman, while in the other. Brahman is 
described as existing above heaven. How then can it 
be said that one and the same Brahman is referred to 
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in both the passages? It can; there is no contradiction 
here, even as when we say, with reference to a bird 
perching on the top of a tree, that it is perching on the 
tree, or that it is above the tree. The difference in the 
case-ending of the word is no contradiction, since 
the locative case is often used in scriptural passages 
to express, secondarily, the meaning of the ablative. 

Therefore the word ‘light’ has to be understood as 
Brahman. 

Topic IT, Indra^s instruction to Pratardana, 

W II 

STHT: Prana (like) that being so com¬ 

prehended (from the texts), 

28. Prana is Brahman, it being so compre¬ 
hended (from the purport of the texts). 

In the previous topic the fact that Brahman’s three 
feet (quarters) were spoken of in an earlier text as being 
in heaven helped us to recognize that the same Brahman 
is spoken of as the light above heaven. The connection 
with heaven helped us to this recognition. Now another 
text is taken up for discussion, in which there is no such 
decisive factor. 

In the Kaushitaki Upanishad there occurs the 
following conversation between Indra and Pratardana, 
in which the latter says to Indra: “You yourself choose 
for me that boon which you deem most beneficial to 
man,” Indra said, “Know me only, that is what I 
deem most beneficial to man. ... I am Prina, the 
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intelligent self (Prajn^tman), meditate on me as life, 
as immortality. ... And that Prana is indeed the in¬ 
telligent self, blessed, undecaying, immortal” (Kau. 
3. 1-8). The question is raised whether these passages 
refer to the god Indra, or the individual self, or the 
vital force, or Brahman. The decision is that as the 
characteristics of Brahman are more in evidence in 
these passages than those of the god Indra, individual 
soul, or the vital force (Prana), therefore Brahman is 
referred to in these passages; hence Prana here means 
Brahman. The characteristics of Brahman referred to 
are: (1) Indra says in reply to Pratardana’s request for 
that which is most beneficial to man, “Know me, I am 
Prana” etc., and since Brahman alone is most beneficial 
to man, Indra’s answer refers to Brahman. (2) Prana is 
spoken of as blessed, undecaying, immortal, which can 
be true only of Brahman. (3) The knowledge of this 
Prina is also said to absolve one from all sins: “He 
who knows me thus, by no deed of his is his achieve¬ 
ment harmed, neither by matricide nor by 
patricide...” (Kau. 3.1). 

II II 

?r Not the speaker’s on account of 

the instruction about himself %r if it be said 

abundance of reference to the 
Inner Self because in this. 

29. If it be said that (Brahman is) not (re¬ 
ferred to in these passages) on account of the 
speaker’s instruction about himself; (we reply 
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not so), because there is abundance of refer¬ 
ence to the Inner Self in this (chapter). 

An objection is raised that the word Trana’, cannot 
as stated in the last Sutra, refer to Brahman, since the 
speaker Indra describes himself by the word ‘Prana’ in, 
“I am Pr^na” etc. But as in this conversation there are 
profuse references, as already pointed out in Sutra 28, 
to the Inner Self or Brahman, ‘Prana’ here must be 
taken as Brahman. And Indra’s describing himself as 
Prana is apt, since he identifies himself with Brahman 
in that instruction, as did the sage Vamadeva. 


ii ii 

Through realization of the Truth con¬ 
firmed by the scriptures ^ but ^3^^: instruction 
like Vamadeva. 

30. But (Indra’s) instruction (to Pratardana 
is justified) by his realization of the Truth con¬ 
firmed by the scriptures {viz- that he is Brahman), 
as did (the sage) Vamadeva. 

Rishi Vamadeva having realized Brahman said “I 
was Manu, and the sun,” etc., which is justified by 
the passage: “Whichsoever of the gods knew It (Brah¬ 
man) became That” (Brih. 1.4. 10). Indra’s instruc¬ 
tion also is like that. Having realized the truth, “Thou 
art That”, declared by the scriptures, he identifies 
himself in the instruction with the Supreme Brah¬ 
man. 
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!T, ;ji[wnr«|fe^i(l ', 


f'JI On account of the characteristics 

of the individual soul and the vital energy 5T not 
if it be said ff not so ^3^TT?rr-^'r^‘^^ because it 
would enjoin threefold meditation on 

account of Prana being accepted (elsewhere in the 
sense of Brahman) ^ here because words 

denoting Brahman as mentioned with reference to 
Prana. 


31. If it be said that (Brahman) is not re¬ 
ferred to on account of the characteristics of the 
individual soul and the vital force (being men¬ 
tioned), (we say) not so, because (such an inter¬ 
pretation) would enjoin threefold meditation 
(Up^sana); because Prana has been accepted 
(elsewhere in the sense of Brahman); and be¬ 
cause here also (words denoting Brahman) are 
mentioned with reference to Prana. (Hence it 
is to be understood to mean Brahman). 

The passages under discussion might as well refer 
to the individual soul and the vital force, for their 
characteristics also are found: “One should know the 
speaker and not inquire into speech” (Kau. 3. 8), 
“Prana, laying hold of this body, makes it rise up” 
(Kau. 3. 3). The Sutra refutes such a view and says 
that Brahman alone is referred to by ‘Prana’; for the 
above interpretation would involve a threefold Upd- 
san&, viz* of the individual soul, of the chief vital 
force, and of Brahman, which is against the accepted 
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rules of scriptural interpretation. No single passage 
can be made to yield three different meditations in 
this way by splitting it up. Moreover in the begin¬ 
ning we have, “Know me only”, followed by, “I am 
Pr4na”, and in the end again we have, “And that 
Prana indeed is the intelligent self, blessed, undecay¬ 
ing, immortal”, which shows that the same topic is 
kept up throughout. Therefore ‘Prina* must be taken 
in the sense of Brahman and that on the ground that Its 
characteristics are found in this passage which have 
already been referred to in Sutra 1.1. 28. This mean¬ 
ing of ‘Prana’ is found in other scriptural passages, 
and we are justified in taking it in that sense here, 
since words denoting Brahman are mentioned with 
reference to ‘Prana’. 



CHAPTER I 


Section II 

In the latter part of section 1, certain scriptural 
terms generally used in a different sense have been 
shown through reasoning to refer to Brahman, and 
consequently certain passages of the scriptures of 
doubtful sense, but containing clear characteristics 
of Brahman, have been shown to refer to Brahman. 
Now in this and the next section some more passages 
of doubtful import, especially with no clear mention 
of the characteristics of Brahman in them, are taken 
up for discussion. 

Topic 1\ The Being consisting of the mind 

is Brahman, 

^ II \ 11 

Throughout (the scriptures) srfTOt*T^r?[ be¬ 
cause there is taught (the Brahman which is) well 
known. 

1. (That w^hich consists of the mind [Mano- 
maya] is Brahman) because there is taught (in 
this text) (that Brahman which is) well known 
(as the cause of the universe) throughout (the 
scriptures). 

Sutras 1-8 show that the Being who consists of the 
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mind (Manomaya) and is prescribed as the object of 
Upisan^ or meditation in Ae text, “All this indeed is 
Brahman, for it has its beginning, end, and subsist¬ 
ence in It; so let a man meditate with a calm mind. 

.He who consists of the mind, whose body is Prina 
(the subtle body)” etc. (Ghh. 3. 14. 1-2) is Brahman 
and not the individual soul. Why? Because the text 
begins with, “All this is Brahman”, wherein that 
Brahman which is treated as the cause of the universe 
in all scriptural texts is described. Since the begin¬ 
ning refers to Brahman, it is but proper that the later 
sentence where “He who consists of the mind” occurs, 
should also refer to Brahman as distinguished by 
certain qualities; otherwise there would arise the in¬ 
consistency of suddenly introducing a new subject and 
dropping the previous one. Moreover the text here 
speaks of Upasana, meditation, and as such it is but 
apt that Brahman which is described in all other texts 
as an object of meditation is also taught here and not 
the individual soul which is nowhere prescribed as 
such. Moreover, one can become calm as the text 
asks only by meditating on Brahman which is bereft 
of all anger, hatred, etc. 


ii ^ ii 

Because qualities desired to be 
expressed are befitting xf moreover. 

2. Moreover, the qualities desired to be ex¬ 
pressed are befitting (only in the case of Brah¬ 
man; and so the passage refers to Brahman). 
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“He who consists of the mind, whose body is Pr^na 
(the subtle body), whose form is light, resolve is true, 
whose nature is like that of ether omnipresent and 
invisible)”, etc. (Ghh. 3. 14. 2)—the qualities men¬ 
tioned in this text as topics of meditation are possible in 
the case of Brahman alone. Therefore the conclusion 
is that such a qualified Brahman alone is to be medita¬ 
ted upon. 


5T 5iRh:: ll \ li 

: Because (they) are not appropriate g on 
the other hand is not the individual soul. 

3. On the other hand the individual soul 
is not (referred to by the text) because these 
qualities are not appropriate (to it). 

n v ti 

SF*T Object agent on account of the 

mention ^ and. 

4. And on account of the mention of the 
attainer and the object attained (“He who con¬ 
sists of the mind” refers to Brahman and not to 
the individual soul). 

In the same chapter of the Ghhindogya Upanishad 
there occurs the passage, “When / shall have departed 
from hence, I shall attain Him” (3. 14. 4), where 
‘Him’ refers to “Who consists of the mind”, the object 
of meditation spoken of in the earlier passage. There- 
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fore He is necessarily different from the person who 
meditates, the individual soul referred to in the above 
text by the pronoun ‘I’. 

II H II 

5. Because of the difference (indicated by 
the case-endings) of the words. 

I 

In the Satapatha Brahmana, where the same idea 
is expressed in similar words, we have, “As is a grain 
of rice, or a grain of barley... so is that golden Being 
in the self” (10. 6. 3. 2), where the individual soul and 
‘the self consisting of the mind’ are clearly described 
as two different entities, for ‘the self consisting of the 
mind’—^which is denoted by a word in the nominative 
case—is described as being in the individual self, the 
word denoting it being in the locative case. Therefore 
it is clear that the individual self is not referred to in 
the text under discussion. 

II % II 

From the Smriti ^ also. 

6. From the Smriti also (we learn that the 
individual soul is different from the one referred 
to in the text under discussion). 

The Smriti referred to is, “The Lord, O Arjuna, is 
seated in the hearts of all beings” etc. (Git4 18. 61). 
We must not forget, however, that according to Ad- 
vaita Vedanta this difference is only imaginary and 
9 
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not real. The difference exists only so long as ignorance 
lasts, and the full import of the text “Thou art That** 
has not been realized. 


II '9 II 


Because of the smallness of the abode 
on account of its being designated as such 
{Le, small) ^ also ff not ^ if it be said ?f not so 
for the sake of contemplation so 
like the ether ^ and. 


7. If it be said that (the passage does) not 
(refer to Brahman) because of the smallness of 
the abode (referred to, viz^ the heart) and also 
on account of its being designated as such {Le, 
as minute); (we say,) not so, (because Brahman 
has been so characterized) for the sake of con¬ 
templation and because the case is similar to 
that of the ether. 

“He is my self within the heart, smaller than a grain 
of rice, smaller than a grain of barley” etc. (Chh. 
3. 14. 3), This text occurs in the same section in which 
we also find “the self consisting of the mind”. The 
objection is raised that since these limitations are apt 
not in the case of Brahman but of the individual soul, 
it is the latter that is referred to by “the self consisting 
of the mind”. The Sutra refutes it and says that Brah¬ 
man here is thus characterized for the convenience of 
contemplation, as otherwise it is difficult to meditate 
on the all-pervading Brahman. This does not mar Its 
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omnipresence, as these limitations are merely imag¬ 
ined in Brahman and are not real. The case is anal¬ 
ogous to that of the ether in the eye of the needle, 
which is spoken of as limited and smdl, whereas in fact 
it is all-pervading. 

ff, II II 

That it has experience (of pleasure and 
pain) ^ ^ if it be said ^ not so because of 

the difference in nature. 

8. If it be said that (being connected with 
the hearts of all individual souls on account of 
Its omnipresence, It would also) have experience 
(of pleasure and pain), (we say,) not so, because 
of the difference in the nature (of the two). 

The mere fact that Brahman is all-prevading and 
connected with the hearts of all individual souls, and 
is also intelligent like them, does not make It subject 
to pleasure and pain. For the individual soul is an 
agent, the doer of good and bad deeds, and therefore 
experiences pleasure and pain, while Brahman is not 
an agent, and therefore does not experience pleasure 
and pain. A fallacious argument is often put forward 
that because Brahman and the individual soul are in 
reality identical, therefore the former is also subject 
to the pleasure and pain experienced by the latter. 
But then this identity only refutes the experience of 
pleasure and pain even by the individual soul as being 
due to ignorance; for in reality there is neither the 
individual soul nor pleasure and pain. Therefore the 
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argument of identity cannot be turned the other way 
to make even the ever pure Brahman subject to evil. 

Topic 2: The eater is Brahman. 

In the last topic the experience of pleasure and pain 
in Brahman is denied. Here, in this topic, the fact that 
Brahman is not an agent is established—which is its 
connection with the previous topic. 

3Rn II ^ II 

apar The eater because the movable 

and immovable {i.e, the whole universe) is taken 
(as his food). 

9. The cater (is Brahman), because both the 
movable and immovable {i.e the entire universe) 
is taken (as his food). 

“Who thus knows where He is, to whom the Br4h- 
manas and Kshatriyas are (as it were) but food and 
death itself a condiment” (Kath. 1. 2. 25)? This pas¬ 
sage says that there is some eater. Who is this eater 
referred to by ‘He’ ? Is it the fire referred to in another 
text as eater: “Soma indeed is food, and fire the eater” 
(Brih. 1. 4. 6); or is it the individual soul referred to 
as eater in, “One of them eats the sweet fruit” (Mu, 
3. 1. 1). This Sutra says it is neither, but the Supreme 
Lord, for the text says that in Him the whole of crea¬ 
tion, movable and immovable, is reabsorbed. The 
fact that death, which destroys everything else, is 
swallowed up as a condiment, shows that the entire 
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creation is referred to as His food. The Brahmanas 
and Kshatriyas are mentioned as mere examples, 
since they are the foremost of created beings. The 
eater of such a stupendous thing can be Brahman 
alone and none else. 

n ?o w 

From the context =sr and. 

10. And because (Brahman) is the subject of 
the discussion. 

In an earlier text Nachiketas asks Yama: “Tell me 
of that which you see as neither good nor bad action, 
as neither effect nor cause, as neither past nor future” 
(Kath. 1. 2. 14). In this text Brahman is inquired into 
and Yama answers: “I will tell you in brief—it is 
Aum” (Kath. 1.2. 15). Further on he says, “The Self 
is neither born nor does it die” {Ibid. 1.2. 18), and 
finally concludes with the passage in which the eater 
is mentioned. All this clearly shows that Brahman is 
the topic, and therefore the ‘eater’ is Brahman. It also 
follows from the peculiar characteristic, viz^ the diffi¬ 
culty to cognize It, which is referred to in the text 
under discussion. 

An objection may be raised on the ground that the 
scripture itself in another place denies that Brahman 
is the ‘eater’: “The other (Brahman) looks on without 
eating” (Mu. 3. 1. 1). But ‘eating* in this text refers to 
the experience of pleasure and pain, while in the text 
under discussion it means the reabsorption of the 
universe at the time of dissolution, which the scrip¬ 
tures attribute to Brahman alone. 
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Topic 3: The two that have entered the cavity of the 
heart are the individual soul and Brahman* 

^ ti u ii 

^ cavity (of the heart) the two that 

have entered are the two selves (individual 

and Supreme) indeed because it is so seen. 

11. The two that have entered into the cavity 
(of the heart) are indeed the individual self and 
the Supreme Self, because it is so seen. 

In the Katha Upanishad there occurs the passage, 
“Having entered the cavity of the heart, the two enjoy 
the reward of their works, in the body” (1. 3. 1). The 
question is whether the couple referred to are the in¬ 
dividual soul and Brahman, or the individual soul 
and intellect (Buddhi). The opponent, following the 
argument of the previous topic, says it is the latter. 
In the last topic the nearness of the word ‘death* 
helped us to interpret ‘Brahmana’ and ‘Kshatriya’ 
as typical of the whole phenomenal world, similarly 
the nearness of the word ‘enjoy’ would make the two 
in the text refer to limited things like the individual 
soul and intellect. The Sutra refutes this and says 
that the couple referred to are the individual soul and 
Brahman, for numerals denote things of the same class. 
When a cow is brought to us and we say, “Bring 
another”, it means another cow. So if with an intelli¬ 
gent self, the individual soul, another is said to enter 
the cavity of the heart, it must refer to another of the 
same class, i.e. to another sentient being, and not to 
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the intellect (Buddhi), which is insentient. The fact 
that both are said to enjoy the fruits of actions, which 
cannot apply to the Highest Brahman, is thus ex¬ 
plained; Sometimes the characteristics of one in a 
group are indirectly applied to the whole group, as 
when we say, “The men with an umbrella”, where 
only one has an umbrella and not the whole group. 
So here also, though it is only one that is enjoying the 
fruits of actions, both are so spoken of. 

II II 

From the specification ^ and. 

12. And from the (distinctive) qualities (of 
the two mentioned in subsequent texts). 

The texts subsequent to the one under discussion 
mention the characteristics of the two that have en¬ 
tered the cavity of the heart, which show that these 
are the individual soul and Brahman. “Know that 
the soul is the charioteer” etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 3) and “He 
attains the end of the journey, that supreme state of 
Vishnu” {Ibid, 1. 3. 9), where the two are mentioned 
as the attainer and the goal attained, Le, as the Jiva 
and Brahman. In a previous passage also the two are 
spoken of as the meditator and the object of medita¬ 
tion. “The sage relinquishes joy and sorrow, having 
realized by meditation.. .that effulgent One.. .seated 
in the heart” (Kath. 1. 2. 12). 

Topic 4\ The person within the eye is Brahman, 

In the last topic the reference to ‘two’ occurring at 
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the beginning of the text discussed, was interpreted 
to denote two of the same class, Le, two sentient beings, 
and the entrance into the cavity of the heart, mentioned 
later on, was interpreted accordingly. The same line 
of argument should be used, says the opponent, to 
interpret the text of this topic. That is, the person in 
the eye ought to be taken as a reflection in the eye, as 
it occurs at the beginning of the text, and the subse¬ 
quent mention of immortality, fearlessness, etc. ought 
to be explained away, as praise or otherwise. The 
inverse method, i.e, taking these words to refer to 
Brahman and thus fixing the person in the eye to be 
Brahman, should not be followed. In this way the 
opponent wants to show that the argument of the 
previous one is defective, for it will launch us into 
difficulties with respect to other texts of the Sruti. 

II II 

Inside (the eye) on account of the 

appropriateness of (attributes). 

13. (The person) inside (the eye is Brahman) 
on account of (the attributes mentioned therein) 
being appropriate (only to Brahman). 

“This person that is seen in the eye is the self. This 
is immortal and fearless; this is Brahman” (Chh. 4.15. 
1). The question is whether the person referred to here 
is the reflection of a person in the eye, or the individual 
soul, or the sun, which helps sight, or Brahman. The 
Sutra says that this person in the eye is Brahman, be¬ 
cause the qualities, ‘immortal’, ‘fearless’, etc., men- 
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tioned here with respect to that person can be true 
only of Brahman, and they cannot be otherwise ex¬ 
plained away. 


II II 

Because abode etc. {Le. name and 
form) are attributed to it ^ and. 

14. And because abode etc. {i,e. name and 
form) are attributed to It (Brahman) (by other 
scriptural texts also, for the sake of contem¬ 
plation) . 

But, how can the all-pervading Brahman be in a 
limited space like the eye? The assignation of a defi¬ 
nite locality to the all-pervading Brahman only serves 
the purpose of meditation (Upasana). In other scrip¬ 
tural texts, the disc of the sun, the cavity of the heart, 
even the eye itself (Brih. 3. 7. 18) and similar pure 
spots have been prescribed as places for the contem¬ 
plation of Brahman. So here it is prescribed that 
Brahman should be contemplated in the eye. Not only 
abode, but even name and form are attributed to 
Brahman for the purpose of meditation, as Brahman 
without attributes cannot be an object of contempla¬ 
tion. {Vide Chh. 1. 6. 6-7). 

^ II n II 

On account of the reference (to 
Brahman) distinguished by bliss verily ^ and. 

15. And verily on account of the reference 
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(in the passage to Brahman) distinguished by 

bliss (mentioned at the beginning of the Pra- 
karana). 

“The vital energy is Brahman, bliss is Brahman, the 
ether is Brahman” (Chh. 4. 10. 5)—so taught the fires 
to Upakosala Kamalayana about Brahman, and this 
same Brahman is further elucidated by his teacher as 
“the person in the eye”, 

II II 

The way of those who have realized 

the Truth of the Upanishads on account of 

the statement ^ also. 

16. Also on account of the statement of the 
way (after death) of those who have known the 
Truth of the Upanishads (i,e, knowers of Brah¬ 
man) (with reference to the knower of the person 
in the eye). 

The Devayina path or the path of the gods, by 
which a knower of Brahman travels after death and 
which is described in the Prasna Upanishad 1.10 and 
other scriptural texts, is referred to here. Since the 
knower of “the person in the eye” also goes by this 
path after death, and since it is known from scrip¬ 
tures that none other except the knower of Brahman 
goes by this path after death, “the person in the eye” 
must be Brahman. 

II II 

Not existing always on account 

of the impossibility tr and ff not any other. 
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17. (The person in the eye is the Supreme 
Self) and not any other {ue. individual soul etc.) 
as these do not exist always; and on account of 
the impossibility (of the qualities of the person 
in the eye being attributed to any of these). 


The reflection in the eye, for example, docs not 
exist always, nor can the qualities like immortality, 
fearlessness, etc. be appropriately ascribed to this 
reflection. So no other self except the Supreme Self 
is here spoken of as the person in the eye. 


Topic 5: The ruler within is Brahman, 

In the last topic, while interpreting the person in the 
eye as Brahman it has been taken for granted that the 
eye is prescribed in Brih, 3. 7. 18 as an abode of Brah¬ 
man for contemplation, and that therefore here also 
the eye is prescribed as an abode. The present topic 
takes up for discussion this text of Brihadaranyaka 
and establishes the conclusion that was taken for 
granted in the last topic. 

3rpjW, ii ii 

The Ruler within in the gods etc. 

on account of Its qualities being men¬ 
tioned. 

18. The Ruler within of the gods and so on 
(is Brahman) on account of the qualities of that 
(Brahman) being mentioned. 

“Dost thou know the Internal Ruler” etc. (Brih, 
3. 7. 1); and again, “He who inhabits the earth, but 
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is within it, whom the earth does not know,.. .is the 
Internal Ruler, your own immortal seif” (Brih. 3. 7. 3). 
The “Internal Ruler” spoken of here is Brahman and 
not the individual oul endowed with Siddhis (powers) 
or the presiding deity, or anything else, for the charac¬ 
teristics of Brahman are mentioned in the concluding 
part of the text cited, wherein the Ruler is spoken of 
as identical with the individual soul and immortal, 
which can be true only of Brahman. He is also described 
in this section as being all-prevading, since he is inside 
and the Ruler within of everything, viz^ the earth, the 
sun, water, fire, sky, the ether, the senses, etc., and 
this also can be true only of Brahman. 

?T II II 

Neither ^ and that which is mentioned 

in the (Sankhya) Smriti because 

attributes contrary to its nature are mentioned. 

19. And neither is (the Ruler within) that 
which is talked of in (Sdnkhya) Smriti {i.e. 

Pradhana), because attributes contrary to its 

nature are mentioned (here). 

The Pradhana is not this “Internal Ruler”, as the 
attributes: “He is the immortal”; “unseen but seeing, 
unheard but hearing,” etc. (Brih. 3. 7. 23), do not 
hold true of the non-intelligent Pradhana. 

II Ro II 

The individual soul ^ also (?T not) 
arft (the followers of) both (the recensions—Kinva 
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and M^hyandina) for as different this 
(the Jiva) read. 

20. Ako the individual soul (is not the Ruler 
within), for this is read as different (from the 
Internal Ruler) by the followers of both (the 
recensions, viz* the K^nva and Midhyandina 
Sakh^s of the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad). 

The negative ‘not’ is to be supplied from the last 
Sutra. 

“He who dwells in knowledge” etc.—says Brih. 3.7. 
22, Kanva reading, where ‘knowledge’ stands for 
the individual soul, for it consists of knowledge. “He 
who dwells in the self”—is the M^dhyandina reading 
of the same passage, where ‘self’ stands for the indi¬ 
vidual soul. These quotations make it clear that in 
cither reading the individual soul is spoken of as dif¬ 
ferent from the “Internal Ruler”, for it is the ruler of 
the individual soul also. 

Here again we should not forget that the difference 
of the Internal Ruler, the Supreme Lord, and the in¬ 
dividual soul is merely the product of Nescience. There 
is only one Self within, for two selves are not possible. 
But owing to limiting adjuncts the one Self is treated 
as if It were two. 

Topic 6: That which cannot be seen is Brahman. 

In the last topic the ruler within was interpreted 
IS the Supreme Lord and not the Pradhina, for 
qualities like, ‘seeing’, ‘hearing’, etc., which are con¬ 
trary to the nature of the Pradhina, were present. 
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Now certain texts which do not mention such quali¬ 
ties so as to exclude the Pradhina are taken up for 
discussion. 


II II 

Possessor of qualities like invisi¬ 
bility etc. on account of the qualities being 

mentioned, 

21. The possessor of qualities like invisibility 
etc. (is Brahman) on account of (Its) character¬ 
istics being mentioned. 

“That which cannot be seen nor seized, which is 
without origin.. .eternal, all-pervading, omnipresent, 
extremely subtle..., the source of all beings, which 
the wise behold” (Mu. 1. 1. 6). The Being which is the 
source of all beings is not the Pradhina but Brahman, 
for qualities like “He is all-knowing, all-perceiving” 
(Mu. 1. 1.9) are true only of Brahman and not of the 
Pradhana, which is non-intelligent. Obviously it can¬ 
not refer to the individual soul as it is limited, 

rc|^ltp ir ^<i 5qc |^{.||« Tt ^ II II 

On account of the mention of 
characteristic qualities and differences ^ not 
the other two. 

22. The other two {viz^ the individual soul 
and the Pradhana) are not (referred to in the 
passage), because the characteristics of Brahman 
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and the difference (of the Being which is the 
source of all beings from the individual soul and 
the Pradh^na) are mentioned. 


“That heavenly person is without body, comprises 
the external and the internal, is birthless, without the 
vital force and without mind, pure, higher than the 
high Imperishable” (Mu. 2. 1.2). Epithets like ‘heaven¬ 
ly’, ‘birthless’, ‘pure’, etc. apply to Brahman and not 
the individual soul, which considers itself limited, 
impure, corporeal, etc. “Higher than the high Imperish¬ 
able (Pradhana)” shows that the source of all beings 
spoken of in the last Sutra is not the Pradhana but 
something different from it. 

11 II 

Form being mentioned ^ also. 

23. Also because (its) form is mentioned (the 
passage under discussion refers to Brahman). 

Subsequent to the text quoted in the previous Sutra 
we have the following text, “The Person indeed is all 
this sacrifice, knowledge, etc.” (Mu. 2. 1. 10) which 
shows that “the source of all beings” referred to in the 
text under discussion, is none other than the Supreme 
Lord or Brahman, because it is the self of all beings. 


Topic 7: Vaisvdnara is Brahman, 


In the last topic a general quality like invisibility 
equally applicable to Brahman and the Pradh^a was 
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interpreted to refer to Brahman taking into considera¬ 
tion qualities like all-knowingness etc. mentioned 
later on in the section. Following this argument the 
objector takes some texts for discussion and insists 
that the Vaisv^nara referred to in them must be the 
ordinary fire in view of specifications like “the support 
of sacrifice” mentioned later on. 

n II 

Vaisvanara because of the 

qualifying adjuncts to the common words (Vaisvinara 
and self). 

24. Vaisvanara (is Brahman), because of the 
qualifying adjuncts to the common words 
(‘Vaisvanara’ and ‘Self’). 

“But he who worships this Vaisvanara Self extend¬ 
ing from heaven to the earth as identical with his own 
self, cats food in all beings, in all selves; of that Vais¬ 
vanara self Sutejas (heaven) is the head, the sun the 
eye”, etc. (Ghh. 5. 18. 1-2). Now what is this Vais¬ 
vanara Self? ‘Vaisvanara’ generally means fire, the 
presiding deity of fire and the gastric fire. ‘Self* refers 
to both the individual soul and the Supreme Self. 
Which of these is referred to in the passage ? Whatever 
be the ordinary meaning of these two words, the 
Sutra says that here the Supreme Self is referred to, 
on account of the qualifying adjuncts to these words. 
The adjuncts are: Heaven is the head of this Vais¬ 
vanara Self, the sun its eyes, etc. and this is possible 
only in the case of the Supreme Self. Again the result 
of meditation on this Vaisvanara Self having the parts 
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Stated is the attainment of all desires, and freedom 
from all sin {pide Chh. 5. 24. 3). This also can be 
true if the Highest Self is meant. Moreover the chapter 
begins with the inquiry, “What is our Self? What is 
Brahman?”—where the word ‘Brahman’ is used in 
its primary sense, and so it is proper to think that the 
whole chapter delineates Brahman. 

It II 

Described in the Smriti indicatory 

mark must be because. 

25. Because that (cosmic form of the Supreme 
Lord) which is described in the Smriti must be 
an indicatory mark (from which we arrive at 
the meaning of this Sruti text under discussion). 

The Smritis are interpretations of Sruti texts. So 
where a doubt arises as to the meaning of a Sruti the 
former may be consulted to throw light on the subject. 
The Smriti describes the cosmic form of the Supreme 
Lord as “He whose mouth is fire, whose head is 
heaven,.. .whose ears are the regions—salutation to 
Him, whose body is the universe”, which agrees with 
the description in the text under discussion. Hence we 
have to conclude that the Highest Lord is referred to 
in the text. 

MStflFg r a ftsFg: ^ sT, ?pn 

Because of the word and other reasons 

10 
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apgf: inside srfirBTiTR[ on account of (its) existing and 
5T not ^ ^ if it be said ?T not so cWfT as such 
on account of the instruction to conceive 
it being impossible as person arPi also 

him ^ also (they) describe. 

26. If it be said that (Vaisv&nara) is not 
(Brahman) because of the word (‘Vaisvanara’, 
which has a definite meaning, viz* gastric fire) 
and other reasons, and on account of its existing 
inside (which is true of gastric fire), (we say) 
not so, because there is the instruction to con¬ 
ceive (Brahman) as such (as the gastric fire), 
because it is impossible (for the gastric fire to 
have the heaven etc. for its head and other 
limbs) and also because (the Vdjasaneyins) 
describe him (Vaisvanara) as a person (which 
the gastric fire is not). 

Objection: The ordinary meaning of ‘Vaisvanara’ 
is fire and the Sruti also says that it is seated inside: 
“He who knows this Vaisvanara abiding within man” 
(Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11), which applies to the gastric fire 
only. Hence it alone, and not Brahman, is referred to 
in the text under discussion. 

The Sutra refutes this objection firstly because the 
scripture here teaches the worship of Brahman in the 
gastric fire by way of meditation (Upisan^), even as 
in the passage, “Let a man meditate on the mind as 
Brahman” (Ghh. 3. 18, 1). Secondly because the gas¬ 
tric fire cannot have heaven for its head, and so on. 
Thirdly because Vaisvanara is conceived as a person 
by the Vajasaneyins: “This Agni Vaisvanara is a 
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person” etc. (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11). Hence ‘Vaisv^nara’ 
here refers to Brahman, which is all-pervading and 
can also be conceived of as a person. 

^ ^ Iff ^ II II 

3r?r ^ For the same reason ?r (is) not deity 

^ element ^ and. 

27. For the same reason (Vaisvanara) is not 
the deity (fire) or the element (fire). 

For the same reason—as stated in the previous Sutra. 

II II 

Directly arfir even no contradiction 

^Prf^T: (so says) Jaimini. 

28. Even (if by ‘Vaisvanara’ Brahman is) 
directly (taken as the object of worship), there 
is no contradiction; (so says) Jaimini. 

In the last Sutra it was explained that meditation 
on Brahman in the gastric fire, taking it as a symbol, 
Wcis taught. This Sutra says that ‘Vaisvanara* can be 
taken directly to mean Brahman as an object of con¬ 
templation, for ‘Vaisvanara* is the same as Vaisvanara, 
which means the universal man, i.e, the all-pervading 
Brahman Itself. 

II RS. II 

On account of manifestation so 8irWT«i: 
(says) Asmarathya. 
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^ 29. On account of manifestation—^so says 
Asmarathya. 

The reference to Vaisvanara in the text under dis¬ 
cussion as extending from heavens to the earth is ex¬ 
plained here. Even though the Lord is all-pervading, 
yet He specially manifests Himself as extending from 
heaven to the earth for the sake of the devotees. 

II II 

For the purpose of constant remembrance 
(so says) Badari. 

30. For the purpose of constant remembrance 
—so says Badari. 

The Highest Lord may be called “measured by a 
span’* (to render the term ‘PrMcsamatra’ differently), 
because He is remembered through the mind, which 
is seated in the heart, and the heart is of the size of a 
span. 


5WT f? SRPTfir II II 

Because of imaginary identity so 
(says) Jaimini cT^TT ff for so declares (the Sruti). 

31. Because of imaginary identity (the Su¬ 
preme Lord may be called span long), so says 
Jaimini; for so (the Sruti) declares. 

Sampat Updsand is a kind of meditation in which 
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something is imagined as identical with something else 
on account of some kind of similarity or likeness. As, 
for example, when the cosmic being (Purusha) is 
worshipped through the identification of His different 
limbs with the different parts of the worshipper’s body 
from the top of the head to the chin. The head of the 
worshipper is heaven, the eyes the sun and the moon, 
and so on. In this meditation of the cosmic Person He 
is limited to the size of a span, the distance from the 
top of the head to the chin. Therefore, says Jaimini, 
in the text under discussion, the Supreme Lord is re¬ 
garded as of the size of a span. 

armf^cT ii ii 

Teach ^ moreover this in this. 

32. Moreover (the Jabalas) teach that this 
(Supreme Lord is to be meditated upon) in this 
(space between the head and the chin). 

See Jabila Upanishad 1. 

Sutras 27—32 justify the reference to the Supreme 
Lord by the term ‘Pradesamatra’ “as extending from 
heaven to the earth”, or “as measured by a span”. 



CHAPTER I 


Section III 

In the last section texts of doubtful import were 
interpreted to refer to Brahman, and in so doing the 
fact that Brahman is the one object of all devout 
meditations helped us much. In this section some more 
texts of doubtful import are taken up for discussion 
and are interpreted to refer to Brahman, and in this 
interpretation the fact that Brahman is the one object 
of knowledge is taken advantage of. 

Topic T. The resting-place of heaven, earth, etc. 

is Brahman, 

In the last topic of the last section the word ‘Vais- 
v^nara’, which usually means the gastric fire, was 
interpreted as Brahman, in view of the words, “Its 
head is heaven”, occurring at the end of the text. 
Following this argument the opponent takes up for 
discussion a text where the word ‘immortal* should 
refer to the Pradhana and not to Brahman, on account 
of the word ‘bridge’ which occurs at the end of the 
text. A bridge connects with something beyond, and 
as there can be nothing beyond Brahman, the word 
‘bridge’ excludes Brahman, and so ‘immortal* refers 
not to Brahman but to the Pradhana. 

11 ? II 

The resting-place of heaven, earth, 
etc. on account of the word ‘Self*. 
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1. The resting-place of heaven, earth, etc. 
(is Brahman) on account of the word ‘Self* (or 
on account of the actual words of the Sruti) 
(designating this resting-place). 

“In Him heaven, the earth, and the sky are woven, 
as also the mind with all the senses. Know that Self 
alone and leave off other talk! He is the bridge of 
Immortality” (Mu. 2. 2. 5). He who is spoken of as 
the abode, in whom the earth, heaven, etc. are woven 
is Brahman, on account of the term ‘Self’, which is 
appropriate only if Brahman is referred to in the text 
and not Pradhana or Sutratman. Or there are actual 
texts in which Brahman is spoken of as the abode by 
terms properly designating Brahman. For example: 
“All these creatures, my dear, have their root, their 
abode, and their rest in the being” (Chh. 6. 8. 4). It 
may also mean Brahman because in the texts preceding 
and following this one, i.e, in Mu. 2. 1. 10 and 2. 2. 11, 
Brahman is spoken of, and so it is but proper to infer 
that It is also referred to in the intervening text, which 
is under discussion. 

From the text cited above, where mention is made 
of an abode and that which abides, and also from 
“Brahman indeed is all this” (Mu. 2. 2. 11) we are not 
to take that Brahman is of manifold, variegated 
nature, like a tree consisting of leaves, branches, etc. 
This would lead us to Pantheism, and Advaita does not 
uphold it. So in order to remove the possibility of such 
a doubt the passage under discussion, says, “Know 
Him alone, the Self” i.e, know the Self alone and not 
that which abides in it, which is merely a product of 
Nescience and has to be set aside as false. 
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ti ^ ii 

to be attained by the liberated 
because of the statement. 

2. Because of the statement (in the scrip¬ 
tures) that is to be attained by the liberated. 

A further reason is given to show that Brahman is 
meant in the passage under discussion. It is the goal of 
the liberated {vide Mu. 2. 2. 9; 3. 2. 8). Therefore it 
can be Brahman alone. 

II ^ II 

rT Not what is inferred (Pradhina) 

owing to want of any term indicating it. 

3. (The abode of heaven etc.) is not what is 
inferred {ue, Pradhina), owing to want of any 
term indicating it. 

The abode of heaven etc. cannot be the Pradhana, 
for there is no term indicative of it in the text, as we 
have ‘Self’ indicative of Brahman. There are no terms 
whatsoever referring to inert matter, but on the other 
hand there are terms indicating intelligence: “Who 
knows all, understands all” etc. (Mu. 1. 1. 9). 

II n 

srr»I^ The living or individual soul ^ also ( ^ not). 

4. (Nor) also the individual soul. 
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The word ‘not’ has to be inferred from the previous 
Sutra. 

Nor is it the individual soul, though it is an intelligent 
principle and can therefore be denoted by the word 
‘Self’; for it is impossible to conceive the individual 
soul as omniscient and as the resting-place of the 
whole universe. 


n KII 

On account of difference being men- 

tioned. 

5. (Also) on account of difference being 
mentioned (between the individual soul and 
the abode of heaven etc.). 

“Know Him alone as the Self,” says the text under 
discussion, thereby differentiating the individual soul 
desirous of release and the abode of heaven etc. as the 
knower and the thing to be known. 

II % W 

6. On account of the subject-matter. 

The Upanishad begins with, “What is that by 
knowing which everything else becomes known” 
(Mu. 1. 1.4), and concludes by saying, “The knower 
of Brahman becomes Brahman” (Mu. 3. 2. 9), which 
shows that the subject-matter of the whole Upanishad 
from beginning to end is Brahman, and therefore it is 
the same Brahman which is spoken of as the abode of 
heaven etc. 
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’sr IIV9II 

ff«T%-3r^[WTni On account of remaining unattached 
and eating ^ also. 

7. Also on account of (the mention of two 
conditions:) remaining unattached and eating 
(which are the characteristics of the Supreme 
Self and the individual self respectively). 

“Two birds, inseparable friends, cling to the same 
tree. One of them cats the sweet fruit, the other looks 
on without eating” (Mu. 3. 1. 1). Here Brahman is 
described as the witness and the individual soul as 
experiencing the fruits of good and evil actions and 
hence different from the other. This description, which 
distinguishes the two, can be apt only if the abode of 
heaven etc. is Brahman. Otherwise there will be no 
continuity of topic. Nor can we take this text as merely 
describing the nature of the individual soul, for the 
scriptures nowhere aim at describing the individual 
soul, which is known to everyone as the agent, enjoyer, 
etc. Their aim is always to describe and establish 
Brahman which is not so known. 

Topic 2: The Bhuman is Brahman, 

In the last section the abode of heaven etc. was 
interpreted as referring to Brahman on account of the 
word ‘Self’ in the text. The opponent now takes up 
for discussion another text, where the word ‘Self* 
according to his view is used to denote Prina, the 
vital force, and not P^-ahman. See Chh. 7, 23 and 24. 
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The following Sutra however says that here also it is 
Brahman and not Prina. 

■Vfc. t 




II II 


The Bhuman after or beyond the 

state of deep sleep, (here, the vital force) because 

of the teaching. 


8. The Bhuman (is Brahman) because it is 
taught after the state of deep sleep {i,e. after 
Prana or the vital force, which alone functions 
even in that state). 


In the seventh chapter of the Chh^ndogya Upani- 
shad, Sanatkumara teaches Narada several truths. 
He begins with ‘name* and goes higher and higher, 
till he teaches the highest truth, which is Bhuman. 
“The Bhuman (infinite) is bliss... .The Bhuman you 
should seek to understand.... Where one sees nothing 
else, hears nothing else, understands nothing else, that 
is the Bhuman” (Chh. 7. 23 and 7. 24. 1). The ques¬ 
tion is, what does this Bhuman refer to. The opponent 
holds that it is the vital force. He argues as follows: 
After Sanatkumara finished teaching every truth 
from name up to the vital force, Narada asks him, 
“Is there anything higher than this?*’—to which 
Sanatkumara answers, “Yes, there is,” and takes up 
the next higher truth. But after being taught about the 
vital force Ndrada does not ask whether there is any 
higher truth, and yet Sanatkumara gives this disserta¬ 
tion on the Bhuman—which shows that this Bhuman 
is not different from the vital force taught already. 
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Not only that, he calls the knower of the vital force 
an Ativ^din (one who makes a statement surpassing 
previous statements), thereby showing that the vital 
force is the highest truth, and in accordance with this 
he further elucidates the truth as Bhuman. 

This Sutra refutes this argument and says that 
Bhuman is Brahman, for though the Sutra calls the 
knower of vital force an Ativadin, yet it says, ‘‘But he 
indeed is an Ativadin who is such through the realiza¬ 
tion of the Truth” (Ghh. 7. 16. 1), which clearly 
shows that it refers to something higher than the vital 
force, knowing which one becomes truly an Atividin. 
Thus it is clear that a new topic about Brahman which 
is the highest Truth is begun, though Narada does not 
ask whether there is any truth higher than the vital 
force. Sanatkumara, in accordance with Narada*s 
desire to be an Ativadin through Truth, now leads 
him by a series of steps to the knowledge of the Bhuman, 
showing that this Bhuman is Brahman. Moreover, if 
the vital force, says the Sutra, were the Bhuman, then 
the Sruti would not give any information about it—as 
it does in Chh. 7. 24.1 cited above—beyond what it 
has already given in section 15. 

iiii 

: Because the qualities are appropriate 

^ and. 

9. And because the qualities (mentioned in 
the texts) are appropriate (only in the case of 
Brahman). 

The qualities referr''d to are: Truth, resting on its 
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own greatness, non-duality, bliss, all-pervadingness, 
immortality, etc. mentioned in the text under dis¬ 
cussion, which hold good only in the case of Brahman 
and not of the vital force, which is but an effect and 
as such cannot possess any of these qualities. More¬ 
over the chapter begins thus: “The knower of the 
Self goes beyond misery”, which shows that the Self 
or Brahman is the subject to be known. It is therefore 
delineated in the subsequent texts. 

Topic 3: Akshara is Brahman. 

In the previous section because the epithet ‘Truth* 
is generally applied to Brahman, the Bhuman was 
interpreted as Brahman. Following the same argu¬ 
ment the opponent holds that the word ‘Akshara* 
should mean the syllable ‘Om’ in the texts to be taken 
up for discussion in this section, for ‘Akshara’ generally 
means word or syllable. 


The Akshara (because) it sup¬ 

ports ail up to Akasa (ether). 

10. The Akshara (the Imperishable) (is Brah¬ 
man) because it supports (everything) up to 
Akdsa (ether). 


“O Girgi, the Br^hmanas call this Akshara’* etc. 
(Brih. 3. 8. 8). Here the question is whether ‘Akshara* 
means the syllabic ‘Om’ or Brahman. The doubt 
arises because ‘Akshara’ etymologically means a 
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syllable and therefore commonly represents the syl¬ 
lable ‘Om’, which is also an object of meditation. The 
Sutra however says ‘Akshara’ here stands for Brahman. 
Why? For the text says, “In that Akshara, O Gargi, is 
the ether woven like warp and woof” (Brih. 3. 8. 11). 
This attribute of supporting everything, even the 
Akasa, the first entity in the order of creation, can be 
true only of Brahman. Then again “it is neither gross 
nor minute, neither short nor long” etc, (Brih. 3. 8. 8) 
shows that all relative qualities are absent in it. There¬ 
fore the ‘Akshara’ is Brahman. 

m ^ U h 

?rr This (supporting) ^ also WRPTTTr because of the 
command. 

11. Because of the command (attributed to 
Akshara) this (supporting) (can be the work of 
the Highest Self only and not of the Pradhana). 

“Under the mighty rule of that Immutable (Aks¬ 
hara), O Gargi, the sun and the moon are held in their 
positions” (Brih. 3.8.9). This command or rulership 
cannot be the work of the non-intelligent Pradhina. 
So the Pradhana cannot be the ‘Akshara’ which sup¬ 
ports everything up to Akasa. 

STrJT-’ju^-oinr^: Because the qualities of any other 
than Brahman have been negated ^ also. 

12. And because the qualities of any other 
than Brahman have been negated (by the Sruti). 
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' All Other qualities referred to in the text, as, for 
example, seeing, hearing, thinking knowing, etc. 
(Brih. 3.8.11) point to a conscious principle and 
therefore negate the Pradh^na etc. Nor can it be the 
individual soul, which is not free from limiting ad¬ 
juncts as the Akshara is described. 

Tofic 4: The Highest Person to he meditated upon is the 

Highest Brahman, 

In the last section the word ‘Akshara’, though it 
generally means syllable, was interpreted to refer to 
Brahman on account of the characteristic quality of 
supporting everything and we had to go to the etymol¬ 
ogical meaning of the word Akshara, viz- that which 
does not perish or undergo change, i,e. Brahman. 
Similarly in the text to be taken up for discussion the 
opponent holds that on account of the attainment of 
Brahmaloka as the result of the meditation we have to 
take by the Highest Person the Lower Brahman or 
Hiranyagarbha which is relatively speaking higher, 
and not the Higher Brahman. 

W- II II 

Object of seeing because of 

his being mentioned w. he. 

13. Because of his being mentioned as an 
object of (the act of) seeing, he (who is to be 
meditated upon is Brahman). 


“Again he who meditates with the syllable ‘Om* 
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of three M^tr^ls (A-u-m), on the Highest Person” ptc. 
(Pr. 5. 5). A doubt arises whether the Highest Brahman 
or the Lower Brahman is meant, because, in 5. 2 both 
are mentioned, and also because Brahmaloka is de¬ 
scribed as the fruit by the worship of this Highest 
Person. The Sutra says that this Highest Person is the 
Highest Brahman and not Hiranyagarbha (the Lower 
Brahman). Why? Because the paragraph ends thus: 
“He sees the Highest Person,” which shows that he 
realizes or actually gets identified with the Highest 
Person. It is not a mere imagination but an actuality, 
for the object of an act of seeing is an actuality, as we 
find from experience. But Hiranyagarbha is an imagi¬ 
nary being, since it is a product of ignorance. Hence 
the Highest Person means the Highest Brahman, which 
is a reality, and this very Brahman is taught at the 
beginning of the paragraph as the object of meditation, 
for it is not possible to realize one entity by meditating 
on another. 

The attainment of Brahmaloka by the worshipper 
should not be regarded as an insignificant fruit of the 
worship of the Highest Person, for it is a step in gradual 
emancipation (Krama Mukti). First he attains this 
Loka and then final beatitude. 

Topic 5: The ^small AkasoH is Brahman, 

In the previous section the epithet ‘Highest Person’, 
being generally used with reference to the Highest 
Brahman, was taken to mean that. The opponent now 
follows this argument and wants to interpret the word 
‘Akdsa* occurring in the texts to be taken up for dis¬ 
cussion in this section, as ether, that being the ordinary 
meaning of the word. 
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Small because of subsequent texts. 

14. The small (Akasa) (is Brahman) because 
of subsequent texts (which give ample indica¬ 
tion to that effect). 

“Now there is in this city of Brahman (the body) 
a small lotus-like palace (the heart), and in it a small 
Akasa. What exists within that small Akasa is to be 
sought, that is to be understood” (Ghh. 8. 1. 1). Here 
the ‘small Akasa’ is Brahman and does not mean 
ether, though it is the ordinary meaning of the word; 
nor does it mean the Jiva or individual soul, though 
there is the qualification ‘small’, which may show that 
it is a limited something. Why? Because the charac¬ 
teristics of Brahman occur later on in the text, “As 
large as this (external) ether is, so large is that Akasa 
within the heart” (Chh. 8. 1.3), which clearly shows 
it is not actually small. Again Akasa cannot be com¬ 
pared with itself, nor can the limited individual soul 
be compared with the all-pervading ether. Therefore 
the two are precluded. Then we have the charac¬ 
teristics of Brahman. “Both the earth and heaven 
are contained in it” {Ibid. 8. 1. 3), which shows that 
this Akasa is the support of the whole world. “It is 
the Self, free from sin, free from old age” etc. {Ibid. 
8. 1. 5), all of which are distinctly qualities of the 
Highest Brahman. 

5WT ^ II II 

PVom going and the word like¬ 

wise it is seen indicatory sign ^ and. 

11 
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15. The small Akasa (is Brahman) on account 
of going (into Brahman) and of the word (Brah- 
maloka); it [i.e, the individual soul’s going into 
Brahman) is likewise seen (from other Sruti 
texts); and (the daily going) is an indicatory sign 
(by which wc can interpret the word Brahma- 
loka). 

This Sutra gives further reasons that the ‘small 
Akasa’ is Brahman. 

“All these creatures day after day go into this 
Brahmaloka (i.e. they are merged in Brahman while 
fast asleep) and yet do not discover it” etc. (Chh. 
8. 3. 2). This text shows that in deep sleep all Jivas 
go daily into the ‘small Akasa,’ called here Brahma¬ 
loka (the world of Brahman), thus showing that the 
‘small Akasa’ is Brahman. In other Sruti texts also we 
find that this going of the individual soul into Brah¬ 
man in deep sleep is mentioned: “He becomes united 
with the Real (Sat), he is merged in his own self” (Chh. 
6. 8. 1). The word ‘Brahmaloka* is to be interpreted 
as Brahman Itself, and not as the world of Brahma, 
because of the indicatory sign in the text where it is 
said that the soul goes to this world every day, for it 
is not possible to go to the world of Brahm^ every 
day. 


11 II 

On account of the supporting (of the world 
by the Akasa) ^ moreover arw this greatness 

in Brahman being seen. 

16. Moreover on account of the supporting 
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(of the world by the small Akasa it is Brahman) 
for this greatness is seen in this (Brahman only 
from other scriptural texts). 

“That Self is a bank, a limiting support, so that 
these worlds may not get confounded”, (Chh. 8. 4. 1) 
—in which text is seen the glory of the ‘small Akasa’ 
by way of holding the worlds asunder. It is learnt 
beyond doubt from other texts that this greatness of 
supporting belongs to Brahman alone: “Under the 
mightly rule of that Immutable (Akshara), O G^rgi, 
the sun and moon are held in their positions” (Brih. 
3. 8. 9). See also Ibid, 4. 4. 22. 

It II 

srftr^: Because of the well-known (meaning) ^ 
also. 

17. Also because of the well-known meaning 
(of Akasa as Brahman the ‘small Akasa’ is Brah¬ 
man). 

“Akasa is the revcaler of all names and forms” 
(Chh. 8. 14. 1); “All these beings take their rise from 
Akasa alone” (Chh. 1.9.1). In all these passages 
‘Ak^sa’ stands for Brahman. 

l^RTOJRifcT ^ ar^iwmig ti ii 

Because of the reference to the other 
{i.e, the individual soul) R: he (the individual soul) 
ffir if it be said no on account of impos¬ 

sibility. 
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18. Because of the reference to the other 
{i.e, the individual soul in a complementary 
passage) if it be said that he (the individual soul) 
(and not Brahman is meant by the ‘small Ak^sa’), 
(we say) no, on account of the impossibility 
(of such an assumption). 

“Now that being, the individual soul (Jiva) in deep 
sleep, which having risen above this earthly body” 
etc. (Chh. 8. 3. 4). Since in this complementary pas¬ 
sage the individual soul is referred to, one may say that 
the ‘small Akasa’ of Chh. 8.1. 1 is also the individual 
soul. It cannot be; for a comparison is made in Chh. 
8. 1. 3 between the ‘small Akdsa’ and the ether, which 
would be absurd if by ‘small Akasa’ Jiva were meant, 
because there can be no comparison between a thing 
that is limited like the individual soul and the all- 
pervading ether. The attributes like ‘free from evil’ 
of this Akasa, referred to in the passage under discus¬ 
sion, cannot be true of the individual soul. So Brah¬ 
man is meant in that passage. 

II II 

From subsequent texts (in the chapter) 
^ if with its real nature made manifest 

5 but. 

19. If (it be said) that from subsequent texts 
(which contain references to the Jiva, ‘small 
Ak&sa’ means the Jiva) (we say) but (that ref¬ 
erence to the Jiva is in so far as its) real nature 
(as non-different from Brahman) is made mani¬ 
fest. 
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An objection is again raised to justify that the *small 
Akasa* refers to the individual soul. In Ghh. in the 
later sections, viz* sections 7-11 of chapter 8, the different 
states of the individual soul are mentioned. Section 7 
begins thus: “That self which is free from sin...is 
what is to be searched” etc. Then we have, “That 
person who is seen in the eye (the individual soul) is 
the self” (Chh. 8. 7, 4); “He who moves glorified in 
dreams is the self” (Clih. 8. 10. 1). “When a being is 
thus asleep, drawn in, perfectly serene, and sees no 
dreams, that is the self” (Ghh. 8. 11. 1). And in each 
of these descriptions of the self wc have for it the quali¬ 
fying terms, ‘immortal and fearless’, which show that 
it is free from evil. It is clear that here the individual 
soul is meant, and not the Supreme Lord, for the 
latter is free from these three states, viz* waking, dream, 
and deep sleep; and it is also said to be free from evil. 
Therefore ‘small Akasa’ in the preceding section refers 
to the soul and not to the Supreme Lord. 

This Sutra refutes this and says that the reference is 
to the individual soul in its real nature as identical 
with Brahman and not to the individual soul as such. 
“As soon as it has approached the highest light it 
appears in its own form. It (then) is the Highest 
Purusha” (Ghh. 8. 12. 3). It is only as non-different 
from Brahman that the Jiva is free from evil etc. and 
not as the individual soul. 

qrPRf: II Ro II 

For a different purpose ^ and TOW: refer¬ 
ence. 

20. And the reference (to the individual soul) 
is for a different purpose. 
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The detailed reference to the three states of the 
individual soul (Jiva) is meant not to establish the 
nature of the individual soul as such, but to show 
finally its real nature, which is non-different from 
Brahman. 


II II 

Because of the Sruti declaring its small¬ 
ness ^ if it be said cRf that has already 

been explained. 

21. If it be said that because the Sruti de¬ 
clares the limitedness (of this Akasa, therefore it 
cannot refer to the all-pervading Brahman); 
(we say) that has already been explained (as 
having reference to devout meditation only. 
vide 1.2.7). 

Topic 6: That which shining^ everything shines is 

Brahman, 

In the last section, in the text quoted (Ghh. 8. 12. 3) 
there is mention of ‘the highest light’. This section is 
introduced to prove that what was referred to as ‘light’ 
is Brahman, and for this other texts are taken up for 
discussion in which this ‘light’ is mentioned. 

^ II II 

Because of the acting after Its ^ and. 

22. Because of the acting after {i.e, shining 
after) (That which shining, everything else 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


101 


1.3.24] 

shines) and (because by) Its (light everything 
else is lighted). 

“There the sun does not shine, nor the moon... .It 
shining, everything else shines after It, by Its light all 
this is lighted” (Mu. 2. 2. 11). Here Tt’ refers to the 
Supreme Brahman, the pure Consciousness, and not 
to any material light besides the sun and the moon. 
It is absurd to say that one light is lighted by another. 
Nor do we know of any material light besides the sun 
that can light it. Tt shining, everything else shines’ 
shows that it is the principle of Intelligence which 
shines first of all. ‘By Its light all this is lighted’ shows 
that it is the light of Intelligence, Consciousness or 
Brahman which illumines the whole world, luminous 
and non-luminous. That Brahman is self-luminous we 
learn from texts like, ‘Tt is the light of lights”. 

3ffq ^ II5?^ II 

Moreover the Smriti states. 

23. Moreover the Smriti stales (It to be the 
universal light). 

“That the sun illumines not” etc. (Gita 15. 6) and 
also “The light which residing in the sun illumines 
the w'hole world, that which is in the moon and in the 
fire—know that light to be Mine” (Gita 15. 12). 

Topic 7\ The person of the size of a thumb is 

Brahman, 


513?!^ srfira: II II 

From the word itself measured. 
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24. From the very word (‘Lord’ by which it is 
referred to in the text) (the being) measured (by 
the size of the thumb is Brahman). 

“The being of the size of a thumb, resides in the 
centre of the body. (Knowing that) Lord of the past 
and future, one does not seek to hide oneself any more. 
This is That” (Kath, 2. 4. 12). The being referred to 
is Brahman, because he is spoken of as the Lord or 
ruler of the past and future. It cannot be the individual 
soul, though the limitation in size and residence in 
the centre of the body by themselves might be more 
applicable in its case. Moreover in reply to the request 
of Nachiketas who wanted to know Brahman, Yama 
refers to this being of the size of a thumb thus: “That 
which you wanted to know is this.” 

pmm % II II 

ffe-3TTOTT With reference to the heart g but 
man (alone) being entitled. 

25. But with reference to (the space in) the 
heart (the Highest Brahman is said to be of the 
size of a thumb); (and because) man alone is 
entitled (to the study of the Vedas). 

How could the all-pervading Brahman be of the size 
of a thumb, as slated by the previous Sutra? Because 
the space in the heart is of the size of a thumb, therefore 
Brahman, with reference to Its abiding within that 
space, is described as being of the size of a thumb. 
Since Brahman abides within the heart of all living 
creatures, why is the ‘thumb’ used as a standard? 
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Because man alone is entitled to the study of the 
Vedas and to the different Upasanas of Brahman 
prescribed in them, therefore it is with reference to 
him that the thumb is used as the standard of measure¬ 
ment. 


Topic 8: The right of the gods to the study 

of the Vedas. 

it ii 

<TfTfT Above them arPr also Badarayana 

because (it is) possible. 

26. (Beings) above them (men) also (are 

entitled to the study of the Vedas) because (it is) 
possible (for them also to attain Knowledge 
according to) Badarayana. 

In Sutras 26-38 there is a digression from the main 
topic in the Section. A doubt may arise from the pre¬ 
vious Sutra that as it is said that men alone are entitled 
to the study of the Vedas, the gods arc thereby de¬ 
barred. To remove this doubt this Sutra is given. The 
gods are also entitled to it, according to Bidariyana. 
How? Because it is possible for them also—since they 
too are corporeal beings—to have a desire for Brahma- 
loka or for final illumination and also to possess the 
necessary requisites (the fourfold qualification) for 
such illumination. In the Sruti also we find Indra and 
other gods living the life of Brahmacharya for attaining 
this knowledge of Brahman. For instance, Ghh. 
8. 11.3; also Taitt. 3. 1, where the god Varuna is said 
to have possessed that Knowledge which he teaches 
to his son Bhrigu. 
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f^d^: ?T, ii ^\9 ii 

Contradiction ^4% to sacrifices ifir if it 
be said ^ not 3T?N»-5rfiTq^: the assumption of many 
(forms) because it is found (in the scriptures), 

27. If it be said (that the corporeality of the 
gods would involve) a contradiction to sacrifices; 
(we say) no, because we find (in the scriptures) 
the assumption (by the gods) of many (forms at 
one and the same time). 

If gods possess bodies, then it would not be possible 
for one and the same god to be present in sacrifices 
performed simultaneously at different places. This is 
the objection, which is refuted by the latter part of the 
Sutra on the ground that the gods, like the Yogis, 
owing to their Yoga powers are capable of assuming 
several forms (Kayavyuha) simultaneously. Sec Ghh. 
7. 26. 2. Again as a sacrifice consists in making offer¬ 
ings by the sacrificer to some divinity, many persons 
at the same time may make such offerings to a single 
divinity, even as many persons can at the same time 
salute a single person. 

515? ?T, sra: ii n 

With regard to (Vedic) words if it be 

said no 3Rf: from these (words) because of 

the creation from direct perception 

and inference. 

28. If it be said (that the corporeality of the 
gods would involve a contradiction) with regard 
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to (Vedic) words, (we say) no, because of the 
creation (of the world together with the gods) 
from these (words), (as is known) from direct 
perception (Sruti) and inference (Smriti). 

A further objection is raised with respect to the 
corporeality of the gods. If they have a body, they too 
like men would be subject to births and deaths. Now 
all the words in the Vedas according to Purva Mimam- 
sa are eternal. So also every word has for its counter¬ 
part a form, an object which it denotes. The relation 
between a name or word and form (the object) is 
eternal. The word or name, its object, and their rela¬ 
tion arc eternal verities. Now in the Vedas we find 
words like Indra, Vanina, etc.—the names of the gods. 
If these gods are not eternal, since they possess bodies, 
then these words cannot have their eternal counter¬ 
part, the object. So the eternity and authoritativeness 
of the Vedas, which are based on the eternal relation 
between the word and its object, would be a myth. 
This is the main objection. It is answered thus. Each 
word of the Vedas has an objective counterpart, which 
is not an individual but a type. The word ‘cow’, for 
instance, has for its counterpart the object, which is 
a type and as such is eternal and does not depend on 
the birth or death of individuals belonging to that 
type. Similar is the case with words like Indra, Varuna, 
etc. Words representing the gods etc. have for their 
counterpart objects that are types and not individuals. 
Again Indra is the name of any one who would occupy 
that exalted position, like the word ‘king’ in ordinary 
parlance. So there is no contradiction to Vedic words. 
As a matter of fact, the world including the gods etc. 
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have originated from Vedic words. This does not mean 
that the Vedic words constitute the material cause of 
these things, which Brahman alone is, as stated in 
Sutra 1. 1.2. What then is meant? According to 
Indian philosophy the universe and its objects have 
both name and form as the conditions of their mani¬ 
festation. There can be no mental state (Ghitta-vritti) 
unconditioned by name and form. The thought wave 
first manifests as a word and then as the more con¬ 
crete form. The idea is the essence, and the form is, 
as it were, the outer crust. What is true of the indi¬ 
vidual mind is also true of the cosmic mind. In this 
sense only is the world said to be created, rather mani¬ 
fested, from the Vedic words. This is endorsed by the 
Sruti and Smriti. In the Vedas it is said that the Lord 
uttered different words before creating different types 
of beings {vide Brih, 1. 2. 4). “The several names, 
actions, and conditions of all things He shaped in the 
beginning from the words of the Vedas” (Manu 1.21). 

arg ^6.11 

From tliis very reason ^ also the 

eternity. 

29. From this very reason also (results) the 
eternity (of the Vedas). 

Since the objects are eternal, that is, gods etc. as 
types are eternal, the Vedic words are eternal. This 
establishes the eternal nature of the Vedas. The Vedas 
were not written by anybody. They are impersonal 
and eternal. The Rishis only discovered them but 
were not authors of the Vedic texts. “By means of 
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their past good deeds (the priests) attained the capacity 
to understand the Vedas; (then) they found them dwel¬ 
ling in the Rishis*’ (Rig-Veda 10. 71. 3), which shows 
that the Vedas are eternal. 

II II 

?ET^TR-5TTR^'Tc^r^ Because of similar names and 
forms ^ and in the revolving of the world 

cycles arfqr even no contradiction from 

the Sruti from the Smriti ^ and. 

30. And because of the sameness of names 
and forms (in every fresh cycle) there is no con¬ 
tradiction (to the eternity of the Vedic words) 
even in the revolving of the world cycles, as is 
seen from the Sruti and the Smriti. 

An objection is raised. Since at the end of a cycle 
everything is completely destroyed and creation begins 
afresh at the beginning of the next cycle, there is a 
break in the continuity of existence; so even as types 
the gods are not eternal. This upsets the eternal rela¬ 
tion of Vedic words and the objects they represent, 
and consequently the eternity of the Vedas and their 
authority fall to the ground. This Sutra refutes it. Just 
as a person after waking from deep sleep finds no 
break in the continuity of existence, so also in the 
state of Pralaya (end of a cycle) the world is in a poten¬ 
tial state—in seed form—in ignorance, and not com¬ 
pletely destroyed; at the beginning of the next cycle 
it is again manifested into a gross form with all the 
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previous variety of names and forms. As the world does 
not become absolutely non-existent, the eternity of 
the relation between Vedic words and their objects is 
not contradicted, and consequently the authoritative¬ 
ness of the Vedas remains. This eternal existence of 
the world in gross and fine forms alternatively and the 
similarity of the names and forms are brought out by 
the Sruti and Smriti texts. “As formerly the Lord 
ordered the sun and the moon, heaven, earth, the 
sky” etc. (Rig-Veda 10. 190. 3). 

II ?? II 

In Madhu Vidya etc. on account 

of the impossibility disqualification 

Jaimini (is of opinion). 

31. On account of the impossibility (of the 
gods) being qualified for Madhu Vidyd etc. 
Jaimini (is of opinion that the gods) arc not 
qualified (either for Updsanas or for the knowl¬ 
edge of Brahman). 

In many of the Upasanas (devout meditations) a 
person is asked to meditate on the self of some god or 
other. For example, in Madhu Vidyi one is to meditate 
on the sun as honey (something helpful). Such a medi¬ 
tation will be impossible for the sun-god. Hence in 
Upasanas where one has to meditate on the self of 
certain gods, these divinities themselves would natural¬ 
ly be disqualified; for the same person cannot be both 
the object of meditation and the worshipper. So 
Jaimini thinks that the gods are not qualified for these 
devout meditations or for the knowledge of the Su¬ 
preme Brahman. 



1.3.33] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 109 

n II 

As mere spheres of light because (used) 
in the sense ^ and. 

32. And (the gods are not qualified for 
Vidyas) because (the words ‘sun’, ‘moon*, etc. 
spoken of as gods) are used in the sense of mere 
spheres of light. 

A further objection is given. There is no proof as to 
the existence of gods with hands, feet, etc., and with 
desires—which would qualify them for meditations 
and Knowledge. These arc mere names of planets 
and luminary objects and as such are material inert 
things. Consequently they are not qualified for any 
kind of Vidya (meditation) prescribed in the scriptures. 

31% ff II II 

The existence (of qualification) q but 
(sage) Badarayana (maintains) srftcT does exist 

because. 

33. But Badarayana (maintains) the exist¬ 
ence (of qualification on the part of the gods for 
the knowledge of Brahman), because (all those 
causes like body, desires, etc., which qualify one 
for such knowledge) do exist (in the case of the 
gods). 

Badarayana thinks that besides the luminary orbs 
like the sun, moon, etc., each of them has a presiding 
deity of that name with body, intelligence, desires, 
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etc., and as such there being all the causes which can 
qualify them for the Upasanas and Supreme Knowl¬ 
edge, the gods also are entitled to them. The fact that 
the sun-god cannot be entitled to Madhu Vidy4 
because he cannot meditate on the sun, i,e, himself, 
does not disqualify him for other devout meditations 
or for the knowledge of Brahman. Similar is the case 
with other gods. 

Topic 9: The right of the Sudras to the Study of the 

Vedas discussed, 

% II II 

Grief his from hearing his 

(the Rishi’s) contemptuous words ?rq that (grief) 
arrsr^TTq owing to his approaching is referred to 

because. 

34. His (king Janasruti’s) grief (arose) from 
hearing the contemptuous words (of the Rishi in 
the form of a swan); owing to his approaching 
(Raikva overwhelmed with) that (grief) (Raikva 
called him Sudra); because it (the grief) is refer¬ 
red to (by Raikva, who could read his mind). 

In the previous Sutra it has been shown that the gods 
are entitled to the Vedas and Knowledge. This Sutra 
discusses whether the Sudras are entitled to them or 
not. Since, like the gods, the Sudras also are possessed 
of a body, strength, and desires, it naturally follows that 
they too are entitled. In Chhandogya 4. 2. 5 Raikva 
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at first calls Janasruti, a Sudra, when he comes for in¬ 
struction with presents, which are refused. But when 
he appears a second time, Raikva again calls him a 
Sudra, but this time accepts his presents and teaches 
him. So it is maintained that the Sudras also are quali¬ 
fied for Knowledge. 

This Sutra refutes the view and denies the right to 
the study of the Vedas for a Sudra by caste, since the 
word ‘Sudra’ occurring in the text referred to does not 
denote a Sudra by birth, which is its conventional 
meaning, for Janasruti was a Kshatriya king (Chh. 
4. 1.3). Here we must take the etymological meaning 
of the word, which is “He rushed into grief” or “He in 
his grief immediately approached Raikva”. The follow¬ 
ing Sutra also shows that he was a Kshatriya. 

II II 

(His) Kshatriyahood being known ^ 
and later on ^ by the indicatory sign 

(of his being mentioned) along with a descendant of 
Chitraratha (a Kshatriya). 

35. And because the Kshatriyahood (ofj^na- 
sruti) is known later on by the indicatory sign 
(of his being mentioned) along with a descendant 
of Chitraratha (a Kshatriya). 

Janasruti is mentioned with the Kshatriya Chaitra- 
ratha Abhipratarin in connection with the same 
Vidy4, and so we can infer that Janasruti also was a 
Kshatriya, for as a rule equals alone arc mentioned 
together. 

12 
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II II 


Purificatory ceremonies being men¬ 
tioned ^^-3T«TR-3tf^^qrr^ its absence being declared 
^ and. 


36. Because purificatory ceremonies are men¬ 
tioned (in the case of the twice-born) and their 
absence are declared (in the case of the Sudras). 

Purificatory ceremonies like Upanayana etc. are 
declared by the scriptures to be a necessary condition 
of the study of all kinds of knowledge or Vidya; but 
these arc meant only for the higher castes. Their 
absence in the case of the Sudras is repeatedly declar¬ 
ed in the scriptures. “Sudras do not incur sin (by eating 
prohibited food), nor have they any purificatory rights’’ 
etc. (Manu 10. 12. 6). Consequently they are not enti¬ 
tled to the study of the Vedas. 


sif^: II II 

On the ascertainment of the absence 
of that (Sudrahood) =sr and sr^: from inclination. 

37. And because the inclination (on the part 
of Gautama to impart Knowledge is seen only) 
on the ascertainment of the absence of Sudra¬ 
hood (in Jabala Satyakama). 

That Sudras are not qualified is known also from 
the fact that great teachers like Gautama made sure 
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before imparting Knowledge that disciples like Jib^la 
Satyakama were not Sudras, See Chh. 4. 4. 5. 


ii ii 

j5f^-3reErir?r arsT-srfir^Errcr Because of the prohibition 
of hearing, studying, and understanding in the 
Smriti ^ and. 

38. And because of the prohibition in the 
Smriti of hearing and studying (the Vedas) and 
knowing their meaning and performing Vcdic 
rites (to Sudras, they are not entitled to the 
knowledge of Brahman). 

Sutras 34-38 disqualify the Sudra for the knowledge 
of Brahman through the study of the Vedas. But it is 
possible for them to attain that knowledge through the 
Puranas and the epics (Ramayana and Mahabharata). 

The digression begun from Sutra 26 ends here and 
the general topic is again taken up. 

Topic 10: The Prana in which everything trembles 

is Brahman, 

In topic 7 it was proved that the reference to the 
Jiva was to inculcate the knowledge of Brahman, as 
the former is really identical with Brahman. But in the 
text to be discussed ‘Prana’ cannot refer to Brahman, 
as such identity is not possible—this seems to be the 
line of thinking of the opponent, who therefore takes 
up this topic for discussion. 
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11 II 

•hwrcl On account of vibration, 

39. (Prina is Brahman) on account of the 
vibration (spoken of the whole world). 

“Whatever there is in the whole world has come out 
of and trembles in the Prana” etc. (Kath. 2. 6. 2). 
Here ‘Prana’ is Brahman and not the vital force. Why? 
First because of the context, since Brahman is the topic 
in the previous and subsequent texts. Again “The 
whole world trembles in Prana”—in this we have ref¬ 
erence to an attribute of Brahman, It being the abode 
of the whole world. It is the cause of the life of the whole 
world including the Prana. Lastly, immortality is 
declared to him who knows this Prana, and ‘Prana’ is 
also often used to denote Brahman in the Sruti. 

Topic 11: The HigkC is Brahman, 

In the last topic ‘Prina* was taken to mean Brahman 
from the context. But in the text taken up for discussion 
in this topic, there is no such context by which ‘light* 
can be taken to be Brahman—so says the opponent. 

II Vo II 

Light on account of (Brahman) being 

seen. 

40. Light (is Brahman) on account of (Brah¬ 
man) being seen (as the subject of the texts). 
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“Thus docs that serene being, arising from the body, 
appear in its own form as soon as it has approached the 
highest light” (Chh. 8. 12.3). Here ‘highest light’ 
stands for Brahman. Why? Because Brahman is the 
subject of the whole section. The ‘highest light’ is also 
called the Highest Person in that text itself later on. 
Freedom from the body is said to belong to that being 
which is one with this ‘light’. Disembodied state or 
Freedom can arise only from being identified with 
Brahman. 

Topic 12: The Akdsa which reveals names 
and forms is Brahman. 

ii v? ii 

Akasa because it is 

declared to be something different etc. 

41. Akasa (is Brahman) because it is declared 
to be something different etc. (from names and 
forms and yet their revealer). 

“That which is called Akasa is the revealer of all 
names and forms. That within wliich these names and 
forms are, is Brahman, the immortal, the Self” (Chh, 
8. 14. 1).^ 

Here ‘Akisa’ is Brahman. Why ? Because names and 
forms are said to be within this Akasa, which is therefore 
different from these. In this phenomenal world every¬ 
thing is conditioned by name and form, and Brahman 
alone is beyond them. Akasa is said to be the revealer 
of names and forms; and as the Inner Ruler of the whole 
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world of names and forms it cannot be anything else 
but Brahman. Moreover, epithets like ‘Infinite’, 
‘Immortal’, ‘Self’ also show that ‘Akasa’ here refers to 
Brahman. 

Topic 13'. The Self consisting of knowledge 
is not the individual soul but Brahman* 

In the previous topic because Akasa was spoken of 
as different from names and forms, it was taken as 
Brahman, This argument is objected to by the oppo¬ 
nent, who cites that even difference is spoken of with 
respect to the individual soul and Brahman, who are 
really identical. So this topic is taken up for discussion. 

II II 

In deep sleep and death as 

different. 

42. Because of the Supreme Self being shown 
as different (from the individual soul) in the 
states of deep sleep and death. 

In the sixth chapter of the Brihadaranyaka 
Upanishad, in reply to the question, “Which is that 
Self” (4. 3. 7), a lengthy exposition of the nature of the 
Self is given. The question is whether the Self is the 
Supreme Self or the individual soul. This Sutra says it 
is the Supreme Self. Why? Because it is shown to be 
different from the individual self in the state of deep 
sleep and at the time of death. “This person, embraced 
by the supremely intelligent Self, knows nothing that is 
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without or within” (Brih. 4. 3. 21), which shows that in 
deep sleep the ‘person* which represents the individual 
soul, is different from the Supreme Self, called here the 
supremely intelligent Self. 

Tlie ‘person’ is the individual soul, because the 
absence of the knowledge of external things and things 
within in deep sleep can be predicated only of the 
individual soul, which is the knower, and the supremely 
intelligent Self is Brahman because such intelligence 
can be predicated of Brahman only. Similarly at the 
time of death (Brih. 4. 3. 35). Therefore Brahman is the 
chief topic in this section. The extensive discourse on 
the individual soul in this section is not to establish its 
Jivahood, but to show that it is in reality not different 
from Bi'ahman. 


qcJnft^i^wr: n ii 

43. On account of words like ‘Lord’ etc. (the 
Self in the text under discussion is the Supreme 
Self). 

Epithets like ‘Lord’, ‘Ruler’, etc. are applied to the 
‘Self’ discussed in the text {Vide Brih. 4.4.22), and 
those are apt only in the case of Brahman, for these 
epithets show that the thing spoken of is beyond 
bondage. So the word ‘Self’ denotes the Supreme Self 
and not the Jiva. 



CHAPTER I 


Section IV 

In topic 5, section I, it has been shown that as the 
Sankhyan Pradhana is not based on scriptural authority 
and that as the Sruti texts all refer to an intelligent 
principle as the First Cause, Brahman is that First 
Cause. In all the subsequent Sutras of the first three 
sections it has been shown how all the Vedanta texts 
refer to Brahman. Now the fact that the Pradhana is 
not based on scriptural authority is questioned by the 
opponent, and his objections are being answered. The 
whole of section 4 practically answers all objections 
from the Sankhyan standpoint. 

Topic 1 : The Mahat and Avyakta of the Katha Upanishad 
do not refer to the Sankhyan categories. 

In the last topic of the previous section, by a reference 
to the well-known individual soul, Brahman, which is 
not so well known, was taught. So the opponent in this 
topic holds that the reference to Avyakta in the text 
to be quoted should be taken to deal with the well- 
known Sankhyan category, 

^ n ? II 

That which is inferred {i,e, the Pra- 
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dh^na) arPT also in some (recensions of the texts) 
if it be said q* no 

because it is mentioned in a simile referring to the 
body (the Sruti) explains ^ too. 

1. If it be said that in some (recensions of the 
Vedas) that which is inferred (i.e. the Pradh^na) 
(is) also (mentioned), (we say) no, because (the 
word ‘Avyakta’ occurring in the Katha Upani- 
shad) is mentioned in a simile referring to the 
body (and means the body itself and not the 
Pradhana of the Sankhyas); (the Sruti) too ex¬ 
plains (it). 

An objection is again raised here by the Sankhyas 
that the Pradhana is also based on scriptural authority, 
for some Sakh^s (Vedic recensions) like the Katha 
S^kha (school) contain expressions wherein the Pra¬ 
dhana seems to be referred to: “Beyond the Mahat 
(Great) there is the Avyakta (Undeveloped), beyond 
the Undeveloped is the Purusha (Being)” etc. (Kath. 
1. 3. 11). The word ‘Avyakta’, they say, here refers to 
the Pradhana. Because the words ‘Mahat’, ‘Avyakta*, 
and ‘Purusha’, which occur in the same order as men¬ 
tioned in the Sinkhya philosophy, occur in the text, 
and so they are recognized to be the same categories 
of the Sankhyas. 

This Sutra after raising this objection refutes it thus: 
The word ‘Avyakta* is used in connection with a simile 
referring to the body, and does not refer to the Pra¬ 
dhana. In that word we recognize something mentioned 
in an earlier text. “Know that the soul is the rider of the 
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chariot and the body the chariot. Consider the intellect 
to be the charioteer and the mind the reins. The senses, 
they say, are the horses, and their roads are the sense- 
objects” etc. (Kath, 1. 3. 3-4). All these things that are 
referred to in these verses are to be found in the follow¬ 
ing: “The objects are superior to the senses, the mind 
is superior to the objects, the intellect is superior to the 
mind, the Mahat is superior again to the intellect, the 
Avyakta is superior to the Mahat, and the Purusha is 
superior to the Avyakta. Nothing is superior to the 
Purusha,” etc. (Kath. 1.3. 10-11). 

Now compare these two quotations. The senses, mind 
and intellect, mentioned in the earlier texts, are to be 
found in these later texts. The Atman of the earlier 
texts is denoted by the ‘Purusha’ of the later ones. The 
Mahat of the later texts mean the cosmic intellect and 
so is included in the intellect of the earlier texts, where 
it is used in a comprehensive sense to include both the 
individual and cosmic intellects. What remains is only 
the body in the earlier texts, and Avyakta in the later 
texts; and so Avyakta means the body here and not the 
Pradh^na. We shall not be justified in interpreting a 
Sruti according to Sankhyan technicalities. For the 
purpose of recognition a comparison should be made 
not with tlie Smriti, but with similar passages of the 
Sruti itself, like those cited above. 

5 11 ^ II 

Subtle ^ but because it can be prop¬ 

erly so designated. 

2, But the sub lie (cause of the body is meant 
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by the term ‘Avyakta’) because it can be proper¬ 
ly so designated. 

An objection is raised, As tlie body is gross and 
developed, how can it be referred to by the term 
‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped) ? The answer is, here, not the 
gross body but the causal substance, i.e. the five un¬ 
compounded elements out of which the body is built, 
is meant. They, being subtle and not fully manifest 
and also being beyond sense perception, can be properly 
designated by the term ‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped). It is 
also a common thing to denote the effect by the cause 
and hence indirectly the gross body is referred to here. 
“Mix the Soma with the cow {i.e, milk)” (Rig-Veda 
9. 46. 4). 


II ? II 

On account of its dependence awqq; is 

fitting. 

3. On account of its dependence (on the 
Lord), it fits in (with our theory). 

It may be said that if a subtle causal condition of the 
gross world is thus admitted, it is as good as accepting 
the Pradhana. This Sutra makes the difference clear. 
While the Pradhana of the Sankhyas is an independent 
entity, the subtle causal condition admitted here is 
dependent on the Supreme Lord. Such a causal condi¬ 
tion has necessarily to be admitted, for without that 
the Lord cannot create. It is the potential power, the 
causal potentiality inherent in Brahman. It is Nes- 
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cience. That explains why, when one’s ignorance is de¬ 
stroyed by Knowledge, there is no possibility of that 
liberated soul getting into bondage again. About this 
ignorance you can neither say that it is nor that it is 
not; it is an illusion and so it is reasonably called Un¬ 
developed (Avyakta). This ignorance or creative 
power cannot create of itself without the instrumen¬ 
tality of the Lord. The illusion of a snake in a rope is 
not possible merely through ignorance without the 
rope. So also the world cannot be created merely by 
ignorance without the substratum, the Lord. Hence it 
is dependent on the Lord. Yet the Lord is not in the 
least affected by this ignorance, even as the poison 
does not aftcct the snake which has it. “Know then 
Prakriti is Maya and the great Lord the ruler of Miy4’* 
(Svet. 4. 10). So the Avyakta is a helper, as it were, to 
Isvara in His creation, and hence such an Avyakta 
dependent on the Lord is significant and has to be 
admitted, says the Sutra. 

w n v ii 

Because it is not mentioned (as some¬ 
thing) to be known ^ and. 

4. And because it is not mentioned (that the 
Avyakta) is to be known (it cannot be the Pra- 
dhana of the Sinkhyas). 

Liberation, according to the Sankhyas, results when 
the difference between the Purusha and the Avyakta 
(Prakriti) is known. Hence the Avyakta, with them, is 
to be known. But h tc there is no question of knowing 
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the Avyakta, and as such it cannot be the Pradhdna of 
the Sinkhyas. 

i>5[, 5T, smft % II K H 

Does state if it be said sr no JlRf: intel- 

ligent Self for from the context. 

5. If it be said (that the Sruti) docs state (that 
the Avyakta has to be known and therefore it is 
the Pradhana); (we say) no, for (it is) the intel¬ 
ligent (Supreme) Self (which is meant), since that 
is the topic. 

“He who has perceived that which is without sound, 
without touch . .. beyond the Mahat (Great) and un¬ 
changeable, is freed from the jaws of death” (Kath. 
1.3. 15). The Sankhyas hold that in this text the Sruti 
says that the Pradhana has to be known to attain 
Freedom; for the description given of the entity to be 
known tallies with the Pradhana, which is also beyond 
the Mahat. The Sutra refutes this saying that by 
Avyakta, the one beyond the Mahat (Great) etc., the 
intelligent (Supreme) Self is meant, as that is the 
subject-matter of that section. 

II % II 

Of three irf only and thus in¬ 

troduction question ^ and. 


6. And thus the question and elucidation with 
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reference to three only (of which the Pradhdna 
is not one) (is consistent). 

In the Katha Upanishad, Nachiketas asks Yama 
three questions only, viz. about the fire (sacrifice), the 
individual soul, and the Supreme Self. The Pradhana 
is not mentioned. So we cannot expect Yama to go out 
of his way and treat of the Pradhana, which has not 
been inquired into. 


II II 

Like Mahat ^ and. 

7. And like Mahat (the word ‘Avyakta’ does 
not refer to any Sankhyan category). 

The Mahat according to the Sankhyas means the 
first-born, the cosmic intelligence; but in the Vedic 
texts it is associated with the word ‘Self’. Passages like 
“The Mahat (Great) is superior to the intellect” (Kath. 
1.3. 10), clearly show that it is used in a different sense 
from the intellect and refer to the Self in different 
aspects. Similarly though the Avyakta in the Sankhya 
philosophy may mean the Pradhana or Prakriti, in the 
Sruti texts it means something different. So the Pra¬ 
dhana is not based on scriptural authority but is a mere 
inferred thing. 

Topic 2: The tri-coloured Ajd of the Svetdsvatara 
Upanishad is not the Sdnkhyan Pradhdna. 

In the last topic the opponent was refuted on the 
ground that the mere mention of the word ‘Avyakta’ 
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was not sufficient reason to identify it as the Sankhyan 
category called the Pradhana. The opponent here gives 
more analogies from the Sruti texts to uphold his view. 

II II 

Like the bowl for want of special 

characteristics. 

8. (The word ‘Aja’ cannot be asserted to 
mean the Pradhana) for want of special charac¬ 
teristics, as in the case of the bowl. 

“There is one Aja, red, white, and black producing 
manifold offspring of the same appearance (colour)” 
(Svet. 4. 5). The question is whether this ‘Aja’ refers to 
the Sankhya category Prakriti or to the fine elements 
fire, water, and earth. The Sankhyas hold that ‘Aja’ 
here means the Pradhana, the unborn; and red, white, 
and black refer to its three constituents, the Gunas— 
Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas. This Sutra refutes this, 
saying that in the absence of special characteristics 
there is no basis for such a special assertion. The text 
can be interpreted otherwise also. “There is a bowl 
that has its opening below and bulging at the top” 
(Brill. 2. 2. 3). It is impossible to decide from the text 
itself what kind of bowl is meant. So also it is impossible 
to fix the meaning of *Aja’ from the text alone. As in 
the case of the bowl the complementary texts fix what 
kind of bowl is meant, so also here we have to refer this 
passage to supplementary scriptural texts to fix the 
meaning of ‘Aja’ and not assert that it means the 
Pradhana. 
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g, ?WT q% II e II 

(Elements) beginning with light g but 
?r«rr so because read some. 

9. But (the elements) beginning with light 
(are meant by the word Aja), because some read 
so. 

The Chhandogya assigns to the elements fire, water, 
and earth, created by the Lord, red, white, and black 
colours. Vide Chh. 6. 2. 2-4 and 6. 4. 1. 

This passage fixes the meaning of the word ‘Aji’ 
here. It refers to the three elementary substances, viz^ 
fire, earth, and water, from which the rest of the 
creation has been produced. It is not the Prakriti of the 
Sankhyas consisting of the three Gunas. In the former 
interpretation the three colours can be taken in their 
primary sense, whereas they can represent the three 
Gunas in a secondary sense only. Moreover, the force 
of the recognition of the Sruti is stronger; that is to say, 
if we can beyond doubt recognize in this passage what 
is elsewhere mentioned in the Sruti, that will be more 
reasonable than to recognize categories of a Smriti in 
the Sruti texts. 

II lo II 

Instruction having been given through 
imagery ^ and as in the case of ‘honey’ etc. 

no incongruity. 

10. And inst’^uction having been given through 
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the imagery (of a goat) (there is) no incongruity, 
(even) as in the case of ‘honey’ (standing for the 
sun in Madhuvidya for the purpose of devout 
meditation) and such other cases. 

The word ‘Aja’ refers to something unborn; so how 
can it refer to the three causal elements of the Ghhando- 
gya, which are something created? It is incongruous, 
says the objector. 

There is no incongruity in it, answers the Sutra, as 
the elements are spoken of through the imagery of a 
she-goat (Aja). Even as the sun in Madhuvidyd is re¬ 
presented as honey in the text, “The sun indeed in the 
honey” (Ghh. 3. 1. 1), so also arc the three elementary 
substances of the Ghhandogya represented as the goat. 
A she-goat may be black, white, and red, and may give 
birth to offspring representing her in colour. Similarly 
out of the combination of fire, water, and earth, having 
red, white, and black colours respectively, are produced 
all the inanimate and animate beings of similar colours. 
The combination of the fine elements, fire, water, and 
earth is here spoken of by tlie imagery of a tri-coloured 
goat, and that is why it is called an Aja, which does not 
however mean unborn. 

Topic 3: The fivefold five people of Drih, 4. 4. 17 
are not the twenty five Sdnkhyan categories, 

H n \\ II 

?r Not even from the statement of 

the number on account of the differences 

on account of the excess ^ and. 

13 
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11. Even from the statement of the number 
(fivefold five, Le, twenty-five categories, by the 
Sruti, it is) not (to be presumed that the Sruti 
refers to the Pradhana) on account of the differ¬ 
ences (in the categories) and the excess (over the 
number of the Sankhyan categories). 

“That in which the five groups of five and the 
(subtle) ether are placed, that very Atman” etc. (Brih. 
4. 4. 17). Now five times five makes twenty-five, which 
is exactly the number of the Sankhyan categories. So 
the Sankhyas say that here is the scriptural authority 
for their philosophy. This Sutra refutes such an assump¬ 
tion. For the Sankhyan categories cannot be divided 
into groups of five on any basis of similarity, for all the 
twenty-five categories differ from each other. Secondly, 
the mention of the ether in the text as a separate cate¬ 
gory would make the number twenty-six in all, con¬ 
trary to the Sankhyan theory. 

snwmt II II 

srr»IT^: The vital force etc. because of the 

complementary passage. 

12. (The five people referred to are) the vital 
force etc., because (we find it to be so) from the 
complementary passage. 

“They who know the vital force of the vital force, 
the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the food of the 
food, the mind of the mind,” etc. (Brih. M^dhy. 
recension 4. 4. 21\ The ‘five people’ refer to this vital 
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force and the other four of the text, which are cited 
to describe Brahman, 

II II 

By light of some sr^fcT ^ food not 

being mentioned. 

13. (In the text) of some (the Kanva recen¬ 
sion) food not being mentioned (in the comple¬ 
mentary passage referred to in the previous 
Sutra), (the number is made up) by ‘light’ 
(mentioned in the previous verse). 

“That immortal Light of lights the gods worship 
as longevity” (Brih. 4. 4. 16). Though food is not men¬ 
tioned in the text cited in the last Sutra according to the 
Kanva recension of the Satapatha Brahmana, yet the 
four of that verse, together with “light’ mentioned in 
the text cited above, would make the ‘five people’. 

Topic 4: There is no contradiction in the scriptures as 
regards the fact that Brahman is the First Cause, 

In the last three topics it has been shown that the 
Pradhana of the Sankhyas is not based on the scriptures, 
and consequently it was established that all the Sruti 
texts refer to Brahman as the First Cause. The oppo¬ 
nent now tries to show that as the Vedanta texts con¬ 
tradict each other with respect to the order of creation, 
they are therefore of doubtful import, and consequently 
it is safer to accept the Pradhana, which is established 
by reason and inference, as the First Cause. 
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^1 As the (First) Cause =«r and as 

regards ether and so on irsTT being represent¬ 

ed (in other texts) as taught (in one text). 

14. (Although) as regards (things created, like) 
ether and so on (the Vedanta texts differ), (yet 
there is no such conflict with respect to Brahman) 
as the First Cause, (on account of Its) being re¬ 
presented (in other texts) as taught (in one text). 

The Sankhyas contend that though the Pradhana 
cannot be the First Cause according to the Sruti, yet 
Brahman also cannot be taken to be the First Cause 
taught by the Sruti. Why? Because there is conflict as 
regards the order of creation; for some texts say that it is 
Ak^a that was first produced from Brahman, some say 
that it is Prana, others that it is fire. This Sutra says that 
though there arc conflicting views with respect to 
things created, that is, as regards the order of creation, 
yet since it is not the main object of the Sruti to teach 
about creation, it matters little. The main object in these 
descriptions is to leach that Brahman is the First Cause, 
and with respect to this there is no conflict; for every 
VedS,nta text holds that Brahman is that. 

II xt II 

15. On account of the connection (with pas¬ 
sage referring to Brahman, non-existence does 
not mean absolute non-existence). 

A further objection is raised that even as regards 
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the First Cause there is a conflict, for some texts say 
that the Self created these worlds (Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 1. 2-3), 
others say that creation originated from non-existence 
(Taitt. 2. 7 ). Again existence is taught as the First 
Cause in some texts (Chh. 6.2. 1-2). Spontaneous 
creation also is taught by some texts (Brih. 1.4. 7). On 
account of these conflicting texts it cannot be said that 
all the Vedanta texts refer to Brahman uniformly as 
the First Cause. These objections are answered as 
follows: “This was indeed non-existence in the begin¬ 
ning’* (Taitt. 2. 7). Non-existence here docs not mean 
absolute non-existence but undifferentiated existence. 
Existence was at the beginning undifferentiated into 
name and form. In the texts of the Taittiriya Upani- 
shad Brahman is definitely described as not being non¬ 
existence. “He who knows Brahman as non-existing 
becomes himself non-existing. He who knows Brahman 
as existing is known by sages as existing” (Taitt. 2. 6). 
This Brahman is again described as having wished to 
be many and created this world. Again “How can 
that which is be created from non-existence?” (Chh. 
6. 2. 2) clearly denies such a possibility. “Now this 
was then undifferentiated” (Brih. 1.4.7), does not 
speak of spontaneous creation without a ruler, for it is 
connected with another passage where it is said, “He 
has entered here to the very tips of the finger-nails” 
(Brih. 1.4. 7), where ‘He’ refers to this ruler, and hence 
we have to take that the Lord, the ruler, developed 
what was undeveloped. Similarly Brahman, which is 
described in one place as existence, is referred to in 
another place as being the Self of all by the word 
‘Atman’. So all texts uniformly point to Brahman as 
the First Cause, and there is no conflict as regards this. 
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Topic 5: He who is the maker of the sun^ moon^ etc, 
is Brahman and not Prana {the vital force) or the 

individual soul. 

In the last topic the word ‘existence’ occurring in 
one passage helped us to interpret non-existence occur- 
ing in another passage as undifferentiated existence 
and not absolute non-existence. But the opponent now 
takes up for discussion texts where the words ‘Prana’ 
etc. cannot be reasonably interpreted to mean Brah¬ 
man, though It is mentioned in another text, 

II II 

Because (it) denotes the world. 

16. (He of whom all this is the work is Brah¬ 
man) because (the work) denotes the world. 

“He, O BMaki, who is the maker of these persons 
(whom you mentioned), and whose work this is—is 
alone to be known” (Kau. 4. 19). In this section 
Balaki first describes the several individual souls resid¬ 
ing in the sun, moon, ether, etc. as Brahman. Ajata- 
satru says that these are not the true Brahman and 
proceeding to teach the real Brahman says, “He who 
is the maker of these persons is alone to be known and 
not these persons.” Here who is the maker of the sun, 
moon, etc. is the question. The opponent holds he is 
either the chief Prana or the individual soul. He is 
the chief Prana, for the activity of motion connected 
with work refers to Prana, and Prana is also mentioned 
in a complemeniary passage: “Then he becomes one 
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with that Prina alone” (Kau. 4. 20). It may also be 
the Jiva, for in “As the master feeds with his people... 
thus does the conscious self feed with the other seifs” 
(Kau. 4. 20) it is referred to. The Sutra refutes all this 
and says it is Brahman that is referred to by ‘maker’ 
in the text; for Brahman is taught here. “I shall teach 
you Brahman.” Again ‘this’, which means the world, 
is his work—which clearly points out that the ‘he’ is 
none other than Brahman. Therefore the maker is 
neither Prana nor the individual soul, but the Supreme 
Lord. 

II It 

On account of characteristics of 
the individual soul and the chief Prana 5T not ^ if 
it be said cTcj that has already been explained. 

17. If it be said that on account of the charac¬ 
teristics of the individual soul and the chief 
Prana (to be found in the text, Brahman is) not 
(referred to by the word ‘maker’ in the passage 
cited), (we reply) that has already been ex¬ 
plained. 

See note on 1. 1. 31. 

3r?in^ For another purpose g but Jaimini 

because of the question and elucidation 
arfq ^ moreover thus some. 
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18. But (the sage) Jaimini (thinks that the ref¬ 
erence to the individual soul in the text) has 
another purpose because of the question and 
answer; moreover thus some (the Vijasaneyins) 
(read in their recension). 

Even the reference to the individual soul in the said 
chapter of the Kaushitaki Upanishad has a different 
purpose, and that is not to propound the individual 
soul but Brahman by showing that the individual soul 
is different from Brahman. The questions, “Where did 
the person thus sleep? Where was he? Whence came 
he thus back?” (Kau. 4. 19) refer clearly to something 
different from the individual soul. And so does the 
answer {Ibid, 4. 20) say that the individual soul is 
merged in Brahman in deep sleep. The Brihadaranyaka 
Upanishad, where also this conversation occurs, clearly 
points out the individual soul by the term ‘Vijnana- 
maya\ the person consisting of cognition, and distin¬ 
guishes it from the Supreme Self (Brih. 2. 1. 16-17). 

Topic 6\ The Self to be seen through hearing etc, 

is Brahman, 

In the last topic the text under discussion was inter¬ 
preted to refer to Brahman, because the section begins 
with Brahman: “I will teach you Brahman.” Following 
the same argument the opponent cites Brih. 2. 4, 5 and 
argues that since the section begins with the individual 
soul, the self to be seen referred to in this text is the indi¬ 
vidual soul and not Brahman. 

II U M 

On account of the connected meaning 

of passages. 
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19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard, etc. is 
Brahman) on account of the connected meaning 
of the passages. 

“The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should be realized— 
should be heard of, reflected on and meditated upon. 
By the realization of the Self, my dear, through hearing, 
reflection, and meditation, all this is known” (Brih. 
2. 4. 5). In this passage the Supreme Self is referred to, 
and not the individual soul. Why? In the whole section 
Brahman is treated. It begins with Maitreyi’s question 
“Will wealth get me immortality?” and Yajnavalkya 
answers that wealth, sacrifice, etc. will not obtain that 
immortality. She then asks for that which will give her 
immortality, and Yajnavalkya leaches her the knowl¬ 
edge of the Self; finally the section concludes with, 
“Thus far goes immortality”. Now immortality cannot 
be gained by the knowledge of the individual soul, but 
only by the knowledge of the Supreme Self or Brah¬ 
man. Therefore Brahman alone is the subject-matter 
and It alone is to be seen through hearing etc. More¬ 
over, the text quoted says that by the knowledge of the 
Self spoken of there, everything is known, which clearly 
connects the Self referred to with Brahman; for how 
can the knowledge of a limited individual self give us 
knowledge of everything ? 

s r Fd ai fag II II 

5rfiT5rT-fra: Of the proof of the proposition 
indicatory mark Asmarathya. 

20. (The fact that the individual soul is taught 
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as the object of realization is an) indicatory mark 
(which is) proof of the proposition, so Asmarathya 
thinks. 

In this Sutra the text quoted in the last Sutra (Brih. 
2. 4. 5.) is interpreted from the standpoint of Bhedi- 
bhedavada of sage Asmarathya. According to this 
school the individual soul (Jiva) and Brahman, which 
are related as effect and cause respectively, are differ¬ 
ent, yet not different, from each other, even as sparks 
are different, yet not different, from fire. If the indi¬ 
vidual soul (Jiva) were quite different from Brahman, 
then by the knowledge of the one (Brahman) everything 
else would not be known. Hence this school interprets 
the text thus: The individual soul alone is to be seen. 
But as it is not different from Brahman, the knowledge 
of the individual soul gives knowledge of Brahman and 
consequently knowledge of everything. It is this non- 
difference between Brahman and the individual soul 
(Jiva) that establishes the proposition, “By the knowl¬ 
edge of one everything else is known”, and in this 
Fense alone the text speaks of the individual soul in 
Brill. 2. 4. 5. 

It can also be interpreted as follows. If the individual 
soul is something different from Brahman, then the 
knowledge of Brahman would not give the knowledge 
of the individual soul. Therefore the individual soul 
is different, yet not different, from Brahman. It is to 
show this that the Sruti text begins with the individual 
soul. 




Of he one which rises from the body 
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because of this nature thus 
(the sage) Audulomi. 

21. (The statement at the beginning identi¬ 
fies the individual soul with Brahman) because 
of this nature (viz^ its identity with Brahman) of 
the one (i.e. the soul) which rises from the body 
(at the time of release), thus (thinks) Audulomi. 

This Acharya, while taking that the self to be seen is 
the individual soul (Jiva), explains it as follows: The 
soul, when it rises from the body, i,e, is free and has no 
body consciousness, realizes that it is identical with 
Brahman. It is to show this non-difTercnce in the state 
of release that the Sruti speaks of the individual soul as 
identical with Brahman, even though the difference 
between the individual soul (Jiva) and Brahman in the 
state of ignorance is a reality. It is spoken of as non- 
different from the Supreme Self or Brahman because 
in the state of release it is one with It. The text transfers 
the future state of non-difference to that time when 
difference actually exists. This school of Vedanta is 
known as Satya-bheda-vada {i.e, the theory which 
holds that the difference between the individual soul 
and Brahman is a reality). 

TOlfcW: II II 

Because of the existence so holds 
K^sakritsna. 

22. (The initial statement is made) because 
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of the existence (of Brahman as the individual 
soul), so holds (sage) Kasakritsna. 

As it is impossible that an individual soul (Jiva) quite 
different in nature from Brahman can be one with it in 
the stale of release, this sage thinks that the Supreme 
Self Itself exists as the individual soul. They are abso¬ 
lutely non-different, the apparent difference being due 
to UpMhis or limiting adjuncts, which are but pro¬ 
ducts of ignorance, and therefore unreal from the abso¬ 
lute standpoint. Hence also follows that by the knowl¬ 
edge of Brahman everything else is known. 

Of the three schools of Vedanta depicted in the last 
three Sutras, that of Kasakritsna is justified by the 
Vedanta texts. According to Asmarathya the individual 
soul is a product of the Supreme Self, and hence the 
knowledge of the cause leads to the knowledge of every¬ 
thing including the individual soul. But is the effect or 
any portion of it different from the cause? And is the 
whole cause inv'olved in each of its effects ? The answer 
to the second question is evidently, no. If the effect or 
some portion of it is different from this cause, whence 
does it come ? And is it separable from that ? If separ¬ 
able, it is not its nature, for nature cannot be separated. 
If not separable, the cause cannot be known, and the 
proposition, “The soul being known, all else is known”, 
falls to the ground. So Asmarathya’s view cannot stand. 

According to Audulomi the individual soul (Jiva) is 
only a state of the Supreme Self. If the Jivahood is a 
reality, it can never be destroyed and freedom would be 
impossible. If on the other hand it becomes one with 
the Supreme Soul on release, then there is nothing 
like Jivahood which Can be a reality. So Audulomi’s 
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view cannot stand. Jivahood is an unreality, a creation 
of ignorance, the Jiva being identical with Brahman. 
Even the creation of Jivas like sparks issuing from a fire 
does not speak of any real creation but only with 
reference to Upidhis. In reality the Jiva is neither 
created nor destroyed. It is over ignorance that makes 
us see the individual soul (Jiva) limited by Upadhis as 
something different from Brahman. 

Topic 7: Brahman is also the material cause 

of the world. 


stiffs 



II II 


JTffir; Material cause ^ also Sff%5rr-fW^-3rfTTl«rrc{ 
not being contradictory to the proposition and 
illustrations. 


23. (Brahman is) the material cause also, (on 
account of this view alone) not being contradic¬ 
tory to the proposition and the illustrations 
(cited in the Sruti). 

Granted that Brahman is the cause of the world; but 
what kind of cause? Is It the efficient cause, or the 
material cause, or both? The prima facie view is that 
Brahman is only the efficient cause, as texts like “He 
thought,... he created Prana” (Pr. 6. 3-4) declare. 

This view is refuted by this Sutra. Brahman is also 
the material cause of the world. Here ‘also’ shows that 
it is the efficient cause as well. It is only if Brahman is 
the material cause of the world that it is possible to 
know everytliing through the knowledge of Brahman, 
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as texts like “By which that which is not heard becomes 
heard’* etc. (Ghh. 6. 1.3) say; for the effects are not 
different from the cause. The illustrations referred to 
are: “My dear, as by one lump of clay all that is made 
of clay is known” etc. (Chh. 6. 1. 4). These texts clearly 
show that Brahman is the material cause of the world; 
otherwise they would be meaningless. Again texts like 
“Brahman alone was at the beginning one without a 
second” show that It is also the efficient cause, for who 
else could be such a cause when there was nothing else ? 

ii ii 

On account of the statement of will 
(to create) ^ also. 

24. Also on account of the statement of will 
(to create on the part of the Supreme Self, It is 
the material cause). 

“It wished, ‘May I be many, may I grow forth,” 
etc. (Ghh. 6. 2. 3). In this text the desire shows that 
Brahman is the efficient cause, and next ‘may I be 
many’ intimates that Brahman Itself became many. 
Hence It is the material cause as well. 

?n«n^'hprTRT^ ii rul ii 

Direct ^ and ^wr^fr^Trej; because the Sruti 
states both. 

25. And because the Sruti states that both 
(the creation and the dissolution of the world) 
(have Brahman aS; the direct (cause). 
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That from which a thing springs and into which it is 
re-absorbed is its material cause. “All these things 
spring from Akasa (Brahman) alone and return to 
Akasa” (Chh. 1.9. 1), “That from which these things 
are produced, by which, when produced, they live, and 
into which they enter at their dissolution—try to know 
that. That is Brahman” (Taitt. 3. 1). These texts show 
that Brahman is the material cause also. A thing may be 
said to be produced from its efficient cause, but it cannot 
return to that at dissolution unless it is also the material 
cause. 

qfwncT^ii ii 

As It created Itself by undergoing 

modification. 

26. (Brahman is the material cause of the 
world) because (the Sruti says that) It created 
Itself by undergoing modification. 

“That Itself manifested Itself” (Taitt. 2. 7), which 
shows that Brahman alone created the world, out of 
Itself, which is possible only by undergoing modifica¬ 
tion. The word Ttself’ in the text shows that there was 
no other cause operating. The modification is apparent 
according to Sankara and real according to Ramanuja. 

II II 

Origin ^ and because is called. 

27. And because (Brahman) is called the 
origin. 
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“That which ihe wise regard as the origin of all 
beings” (Mu. 1.1. 6)—this shows that Brahman is the 
material cause of the world. Hence Its being the mate¬ 
rial cause is established. 

Topic 8: The arguments which refute the Sdnkhyas 

refute also others, 

|| || 

By this all are explained. 

28. By this all (doctrines with reference to 
the origin of the world contrary to the Vedanta 
texts) are explained. 

By this identity of the material and the efficient cause 
of the world all doctrines that speak of two separate 
causes for it are refuted. That is, not only the Sankhyan, 
but also the atomic and other theories are refuted, as 
they are not based on scriptural authority and con¬ 
tradict many scriptural texts. The repetition of the 
verb in the aphorism only shows that the chapter ends 
here. 

Those who hold the atomic theory, or who say that 
the First Cause is non-existence, or that it is Sunya 
(Void)—as the Nihilists say—cite respectively the 
following texts as authority. “These seeds, almost 
infinitesimal” (Chh. 6. 12. 1); “This was indeed non¬ 
existent at the beginning” (Chh. 3. 19. 1); “Some 
learned men being deluded, speak of nature, and others 
of time, as the cause of everything” (Svet. 6. 1). But the 
arguments put forv/ard against the Sankhyas, viz* that 
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contrary to the scriptures their First Cause is insentient, 
that the proposition that through the knowledge of 
the one everything is known, will not be true, etc. will 
apply here also, and so these views cannot be held to be 
authoritative and based on the scriptures. The Srutis 
quoted are explained thus: 

The word ‘infinitesimar or ‘atomic’ refers to the 
Atman, which can be so-called as it is very fine. The 
non-existence spoken of is only a fine causal condition 
of the world undeveloped into name and form as yet, 
and not absolute non-existence; and the fact of nature 
being the First Cause is mentioned as a Purvapaksha 
by the Sruti, which itself refutes it further on in the 
succeeding texts. So Brahman alone is the First Cause, 
and nothing else. 


14 



CHAPTER II 


Section I 

In the first chapter it has been proved that all the 
Vedanta texts deal with Brahman as the First Cause, 
yet the arguments based on reasoning against this 
doctrine remain to be refuted. With this object in 
view this section is begun. In section iv of Chapter I 
it was shown that the Pradhana of the Sankhyas, as 
also the atoms of the Vaiseshikas, are not based on 
scriptural auJhority. In this section arguments, claim¬ 
ing their authoritativcncss from the Smritis, to estab¬ 
lish the Pradhana and the atoms etc, arc refuted. 

Topic T. Refutation of Smritis that are not based 

on the Srutis, 

There would result the defect 
of leaving no scope for certain Smritis if it be 

said ^ no because there 

would result the defect of leaving no scope to some 
other Smritis. 

1. If it be said that (from the doctrine of Brah¬ 
man being the cause of the world) there would 
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result the defect of leaving no scope for certain 
Smritis, (we say) no; because (by the rejection 
of that doctrine) there would result the defect of 
leaving no scope for some other Smritis. 

In the last chapter it has been shown that the Sin- 
khyan view is not based on scriptural authority. Now 
its authority even as a Smriti is denied and refuted. 

If the doctrine of the Pradhana is rejected, then the 
Sankhya Smriti, propounded by a great seer like 
Kapila and acknowledged by other great thinkers, 
would cease to be authoritative; hence it is but reason¬ 
able that the Vedanta texts be so interpreted as to pre¬ 
serve the authoritativeness of this Smriti and not con¬ 
tradict it in toto. So says the opponent. The Sutra 
answers this by saying that if the doctrine of Brahman 
being the cause of the world be rejected to accommo¬ 
date the Sankhya Smriti, which goes counter to the 
Srutis, then by that rejection many other Smritis like 
the Manu Smriti, which arc based on the Srutis and 
therefore more authoritative, and, which also pro¬ 
pound the doctrine of Brahman, an intelligent prin¬ 
ciple, being the cause of the world, would find no 
scope. So between the two it is desirable that the Smritis 
which go counter to the Vedas be rejected. 

5^^ II ^ II 

Of the others ^ and there being no 

mention. 

2. And there being no mention (in the scrip¬ 
tures) of the other entities, {ue, the categories 
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beside the Pradhina), (the Sinkhya system can¬ 
not be authoritative). 

Even accepting the Pradhana of the Sankhyas for 
argument’s sake—for the Vedantins also recognize 
Maya as the cause of the world, the difference between 
the two being that the Pradhana according to the 
Sankhyas is an independent entity, whereas Maya is a 
dependent entity, being a power of Brahman—^yet 
there is no mention of the other categories of the San¬ 
khyas anywhere in the Vedas. Hence the Sankhya 
philosophy cannot be authoritative. 

Topic 2: Refutation of the Yoga philosophy, 

ir>i: Jlr^: II \ II 

By this the Yoga philosophy is 

(also) refuted. 

3. By this the Yoga philosophy is (also) refuted. 

After the refutation of the Sankhyas, who recognize 
an independent entity called the Pradhana as the cause 
of the world, this Sutra refutes the Yoga Smriti, which 
also recognizes a separate entity called the Pradhana 
as the First Cause, though unlike the Sankhyas they 
recognize an Isvara who directs this inert Pradhana 
in its creative evolution. The Yoga system is spoken of in 
Upanishads like the Svetasvatara. It helps concentra¬ 
tion of the mind, which is necessary for the full com¬ 
prehension of Brahman, and as such it is a means to 
Knowledge. So this Smriti, being based on the Srutis 
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is authoritative. But it also recognizes the Pradh^na, 
which therefore is the First Cause—so says the oppo¬ 
nent. This Sutra says that the arguments given in the 
last Sutra refute also the Yoga Smriti, for it also speaks 
of a Pradh^na and its products which are not to be 
found in the Srutis. Though the Smriti is partly author¬ 
itative, yet it cannot be so with respect to that part 
which contradicts the Srutis. There is room only for 
those portions of the Smriti as do not contradict the 
Srutis. 

Topic 3: Brahman, though of a different nature from 
the world, can yet be its cause, 

H g«nc? ^ 5(5?!^ II V II 

?T Not because of the contrary nature 

of this its being so ^ and from Sruti. 

4. (Brahman is) not (the cause of the world) 
because this (world) is of a contrary nature (from 
Brahman); and its being so {i,e, different from 
Brahman) (is known) from the scriptures. 

Brahman is intelligence, pure, etc., while the world 
is something material, impure, etc., and so is different 
from the nature of Brahman; as such, Brahman cannot 
be the cause of this world. The effect is nothing but the 
cause in another form; therefore the cause and effect 
cannot be altogether of a different nature. Intelligence 
cannot produce material effects and vice versa. That the 
world and Brahman differ entirely in their characteris- 



148 BRAHMA-SUTRAS (2.1.4 

tics is known from texts like “Brahman became intel¬ 
ligence as also non-intelligent” (Taitt. 2. 6 ), where 
“non-intelligent” stands for the world. So Brahman 
cannot be the First Cause of the material world, though 
the scriptures may say so. 

3rfiTJTtF?[5Ji'?^Rg IIK II 

The reference (is) to the presiding 
deities 5 but because of the special 

characterization and the fact of being so presided. 

5. But the reference is to the presiding deities 
(of the organs) on account of the special charac¬ 
terization (as ‘deities’) and also from the fact of 
a deity so presiding (over the functions of an 
organ being approved by the Sruti in other texts). 

The opponent, who says that the world and Brahman 
being different in nature—sentient and material re¬ 
spectively—cannot be related to each other as cause and 
effect, anticipates a plausible objection and answers it 
in this Sutra. There is a text, “These organs quarrelling 
over their respective greatness,” etc, (Brih. 6 . 1. 7), 
which shows that even the organs are not material but 
sentient. The opponent says that from this we are not 
to infer the sentiency of the world, since the reference 
is to the presiding deities of these organs. For the same 
topic occurs in the Kaushitaki Upanishad, where they 
are expressly mentioned. “These deities (speech etc.) 
quarrelling over their respective greatness” (Kau. 
2, 14). Also because other texts show the existence of 
such presiding deities. “Fire becoming speech entered 
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the mouth” (Ait. Ar. 2. 4.2. 4). The same argument 
applies to texts of the Ghhindogya, Ch. VI, where 
fires etc. are said to have thought and produced the 
next element in the series. The thought here spoken of 
is of the highest Deity, Brahman, which is connected 
with Its effects as a superintending principle. From all 
such texts we cannot infer the sentiency of the world, 
which is material and so different in nature from 
Brahman. Therefore Brahman cannot be the cause of 
the material world. 


^ ^ II II 

Is seen ^ but. 

6 . But it is seen. 

‘But’ refutes the opponent’s view expressed in the last 
Sutra, viz. that this world cannot have originated from 
Brahman because it is different in character. For it is 
seen that intelligent things like scorpions etc. are pro¬ 
duced from non-in telligcnt cowdung etc. Again from a 
sentient spider there comes forth the thread for its web. 
So also do nails, hair, etc, come forth from a man, who 
is an intelligent being. Therefore it is quite possible that 
this material world could be produced by an intelligent 
Being, Brahman. It may be objected thiit a man’s body 
is the cause of the hair and nails, and not the man; 
similarly the cowdung is the cause of the body of the 
worms. Even then it must be admitted that there is a 
difference between the cause and the effect since, in 
both the examples cited, one of them is the abode of 
something sentient while the other is not; they are not 
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similar in all respects. If they were, then there would be 
nothing like cause and effect, nor would they be called 
by different names. So we have to admit that the cause 
and its effects are not similar in every respect, but 
something in the cause, or some qualities of it, must be 
found in the effects also, as the clay in the lump is found 
in the pot also, though the shape etc. of the two differ. 
So we say that even in the case of Brahman and the 
world, some qualities of the cause, Brahman, such as 
existence and intelligence, are to be found in its effect, 
the world. Everything in the world exists, and this 
quality it gets from Brahman, which is existence itself. 
Again the intelligence of Brahman lights the whole 
universe. So these two qualities of Brahman are found 
in the world, which justify our relating them as cause 
and effect in spite of differences in other respects be¬ 
tween them. 


II vs II 

Non-existent ^ if it be said ^ no 
for it is merely a negation. 

7. If it be said (that the world, the effect, would 
then be) non-existent (before creation), (we say) 
no, for it is merely a negation (without any basis). 

If Brahman, which is intelligent, pure, and without 
qualities, is the cause of the world of an opposite 
character, it follows that before creation the world was 
non-existent, for Brahman was then the only existence. 
This means that something which was non-existing is 
brought into existence, which is not accepted by the 
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Vedintins. This argument of the opponent this Sutra 
refutes by saying that this negation is a mere statement 
without any objective validity. The effect exists in the 
cause before its origination as well as after it. It can 
never exist independent of the cause either before or 
after creation. Therefore the world exists in Brahman 
even before creation and is not absolutely non-existent. 

arM II II 

At tlie time of dissolution like that 
on account of the fact is absurd. 

8. On account of the fact that at the time of 
dissolution (the cause becomes) like that {i.e, like 
the effect) (the doctrine of Brahman being the 
cause of tlie world) is absurd. 

Says the opponent: If Brahman is the cause of the 
world, then the world being dissolved in Brahman at 
the time of dissolution, its defects would affect Brah¬ 
man, even as salt affects the water in which it is dis¬ 
solved. Hence Brahman would become impure and 
would no more be the omniscient cause of the world, 
as the Upanishads maintain. Again at the time of dis¬ 
solution all things having gone into a state of oneness 
with Brahman, there will be no special causes left for a 
new creation. If in spite of this we consider a new crea¬ 
tion possible, then it would mean that there is a chance 
of even the liberated souls, who have become one with 
Brahman, reappearing in the world. Nor can it be said 
that the world remains separate from Brahman in the 
state of dissolution, for in that case it would be no dis- 
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solution at all. So the Vedanta doctrine of Brahman 
being the cause of the world is objectionable, as it leads 
to all sorts of absurdities. 


^ II ^ II 

^ Not 5 but on account of the existence 

of illustrations. 

9. But not (so) on account of the existence of 
illustrations. 

The objection is being answered: That the effect, 
when it gets dissolved in the cause, docs not pollute the 
latter by its defects, is borne out by innumerable in¬ 
stances. A clay pot, for instance, when it is broken and 
reabsorbed into its original substance, i,e. clay, does 
not impart to it its special features. The very fact of 
absorption shows that all the qualities of the effect 
cannot abide, for in that case it would be no absorp¬ 
tion at all. Moreover, we have to remember that the 
effect is of the nature of the cause and not vice versa. 
Hence the qualities of the eff ect cannot touch the cause. 
It may, however, be objected that since the effect is but 
the cause in a new condition, all the good and bad 
traits of the effect must have been in the cause. But 
we forget that the world is after all an illusion. Brah¬ 
man has only apparently changed into the world and 
as such is never affected by it, even as a magician is 
not affected by the illusion produced by him. 

The other incongruity shown, viz^ that since at the 
time of dissolution the world is resolved into Brahman 
and becomes one with It, there can be no further 
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creation, and if it takes place there will be the possi¬ 
bility of even free souls coming into bondage again, 
cannot stand, for there are parallel instances with re¬ 
spect to this also. In deep sleep we do not perceive any¬ 
thing, there is no diversity, but on awakening we find 
the world of duality. A similar phenomenon can be 
expected to happen at the lime of dissolution. In the 
former case it is the existence of ignorance (Avidya), 
which is not destroyed, that is responsible for the re¬ 
appearance of the world. So also at dissolution tlie 
power of distinction remains in a potential state as 
Avidya or ignorance. But in the case of the liberated 
no ignorance being left, there is no chance of their 
being brought back into bondage from their state of 
oneness with Brahman. 

II II 

Because of the objections to his own 

view ^ and. 

10. And because of the objections (cited) 
(being applicable) to his own (Sankhyan) view 
(also). 

The objections raised by the Sankhyas against 
Vedanta are equally true of their view of the First 
Cause, viz. the Pradhana. Form, taste, etc. arc not to 
be found in the Pradhana, yet we find these things in 
the world produced out of it. The objection as regards 
reabsorption at the time of Pralaya applies also in the 
case of the Sankhyan Pradhana. Thus whatever objec¬ 
tions are raised against Ved&nta in tliis respect are also 
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true of the Sankhyas. Hence they should be dropped. 
Of the two, however, Vedanta being based on the 
Srutis is more authoritative. Moreover, the objections 
have all been answered from the Vedanta standpoint, 
whereas from the SS.nkhyan standpoint it is not possible 
to answer them. 

II n II 

Because reasoning has no sure basis 
arpT also otherwise should be inferred 

or reasoned if it be said so atfir even 

there will result tlie contingency of 

non-release. 

11. Also because reasoning has no sure basis 
(it cannot upset the conclusions of Vedanta). If 
it be said that it should be reasoned otherwise 
(so as to get over this defect), (we say) even so 
there will result the contingency of non-release 
(from this defect, with respect to the matter in 
question). 

What one man establishes through reason can be 
refuted by another more intelligent than he. Even a 
sage like Kapila is refuted by other sages like KanS,da. 
Hence reasoning having no sure basis cannot upset the 
conclusions of Vedanta, which are based on the Srutis. 
But, says the opponent, even this judgment about 
reasoning is arrived at through reasoning; so it is not 
true that reasoning has never a sure basis. Sometimes 
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it is perfectly sound. Only we must reason properly. 
The latter part of the Sutra says that even though in 
some cases reasoning is infallible, yet with respect to 
the matter in hand it cannot transcend this defect. 
For the cause of the world (Brahman) is beyond the 
senses and has no characteristic signs. It cannot there¬ 
fore be an object of perception, or of inference, which 
is based on perception. Or again if we take ‘release* 
in the Sutra to mean Liberation, it comes to this: True 
knowledge of a real thing depends on the thing itself, 
and therefore it is always uniform. Hence a conflict of 
views with respect to it is not possible. But the con¬ 
clusions of reasoning can never be uniform. The San- 
khyas arrive through reasoning at the Pradhana as 
the First Cause, while the Naiyayikas (logicians) 
mention Paramanus (atoms) as that. Which to accept ? 
So no conclusion can be arrived at through reasoning 
independent of the scriptures, and since the truth can¬ 
not be known through this means, there will be no 
Liberation. Therefore reasoning which goes against the 
scriptures is no proof of knowledge and cannot con¬ 
tradict the Sruti texts. 

Topic 4: The line of reasoning against the Sdnkhyas is 
valid also against others like the Atomists, 

^ finsFTfeifr arfq ii ii 

By this ftngr'rfor^r: not accepted by the wise 
atPr also are explained, 

12. By this {i.e. by the arguments against the 
Sankhyas) (those other views) also not accepted 
by the wise (like Manu and others) are explained. 
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When the Sankhya philosophy, parts of which are 
accepted by the wise as authoritative, has been refuted, 
there is no question as regards the non-authoritativeness 
of all doctrines based merely on reasoning like the 
atomic theory of Kanada and non-existence as the 
First Cause propounded by the Buddhists, which are 
wholly rejected by the wise. They arc also refuted by 
these very arguments against the Sankhyas, as the 
reasons on which the refutation is based are the 
same. 

Topic 5: The distinctions like enjoyer and enjoyed 
do not contradict the truth which is oneness, 

II II 

On account of turning into the enjoyer 
arft'iTTn': non-distinction if it be said may exist 
as is experienced in the world. 

13. If it be said (that if Brahman be the cause 
then) on account of (the objects of enjoyment) 
turning into the enjoyer, non-distinction (between 
enjoyer and things enjoyed would result), (we say, 
such distinction) may exist (all the same), as is ex¬ 
perienced commonly in the world. 

A further objection is raised against Brahman being 
the cause. We perceive differences in the world. Now, 
perception as a means of knowledge is stronger than the 
Sruti. Hence what the Srutis say in contradiction to 
such an experience cannot stand. The idea is this: The 
distinction between the enjoyer (the Jiva) and the ob- 
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jects of enjoyment is well established by experience. 
If Brahman is the material cause, then the world, the 
effect, would be non-different from Brahman, and under 
the circumstances, the Jiva and Brahman being identi¬ 
cal in Vedanta, the difference between the subject and 
object would be destroyed, since the one would pass 
over into the other. Hence Brahman cannot be held to 
be the material cause of the world as it contradicts 
perception. 

The latter part of the Sutra refutes this giving ex¬ 
amples. It says that nevertheless there can be such 
differences in non-different things. For instance, waves, 
foam, etc. are non-different, being alike sea water; yet 
as waves and foam they are different from each other. 
As sea water, their cause, they are one, but as waves, 
foam, etc. they are different, and there is no contradic¬ 
tion here. Hence it is possible to have difference and 
non-difference in things simultaneously, owing to name 
and form. Therefore from the standpoint of Brahman 
the enjoyer and the enjoyed are not different, but as 
enjoyer and things enjoyed they arc different; there is 
no contradiction in this. 

The Sutra can also be interpreted otherwise. If 
Brahman be the cause, then It would also be the en¬ 
joyer, the individual soul (Jiva), there being no differ¬ 
ence between cause and effect. Consequently, there will 
be no such difference as the bondage of the individual 
soul and the freedom of Brahman. The Sutra says that 
even as there is a distinction between the object, which 
is clear, and its image, which is disfigured in an un¬ 
clean mirror, so also owing to the impurities of the 
Antahkarana (mind) the ever-free Brahman may give 
rise to the image of the individual soul, which is bound. 
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Topic 6: The non-difference of the effect from the cause. 


II II 

Its non-difference from 

words like ‘origin’ etc. 

14. Its (of the effect) non-difference (from the 
cause results) from words like ‘origin’ etc. 

In the last Sutra the objection against Brahman being 
the material cause, that it contradicts perception, was 
answered from the standpoint of Parinamavada or the 
theory of Brahman actually undergoing modification. 
Now the same objection is refuted from the standpoint 
of Vivartavada or apparent modification, which is the 
standpoint of Advaita. The objection is: Texts like 
“There is no manifoldness whatever here (in Brah¬ 
man)” (Kath. 2.4. 11) contradict perception. Reason 
also says that among things which get transformed into 
each other there cannot be difference and non-differ¬ 
ence at the same time. Hence the doubt. In a single 
moon we cannot sec two moons. What was spoken of 
in the last Sutra, viz. that the difference between them 
is one of name and form, even that is unreal, for in a 
thing which is one without a second, which in non¬ 
duality, even the difference due to name and form is 
impossible. The example of the sea is not apt, for here 
both , the sea and its modifications, waves and foam, 
arc objects of the senses, but Brahman is not. It is 
realized only through the scriptures and in Samlldhi, 
What then is the truth ? It is oneness, non-duality. As 
the effect is non-different from the cause, the latter 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


159 


2.1.15] 

alone is real. The Sruti also establishes this by the ex¬ 
ample of clay etc. in the Chhandogya Upanishad. 
“Just as, by the knowledge of one lump of earth, my 
dear, everyting made of earth is known, the modifica¬ 
tion being only a name arising from speech, but the 
truth being that all is earth... thus, my dear, is that 
instruction** (Chh. 6. 1.4-6). Here the Sruti by using 
the word ‘modification’ tries to prove that there is no 
separate reality of the pots etc. which are mere modi¬ 
fications of the lump of earth. They are not separate 
things but merely different conditions, just as the boy¬ 
hood, youth, etc. of'Devadatta are mere conditions, and 
not real. So by knowing the lump of earth the real 
nature of the pots etc. is known. It matters little that 
the various forms are not known, for they arc not worth 
knowing, being unreal. Even though these pots etc. are 
objects of the senses, yet discrimination tells us that 
besides earth nothing real is found in these. They are 
merely names arising out of speech and nothing more. 
They arc cognized through ignorance, hence they are 
unreal. The clay, on the other hand, is realized even 
apart from name and form and is therefore real. 
Similarly Brahman alone is real and this world is 
unreal. The world being non-differcnt from its cause. 
Brahman, the truth is oneness, non-duality. Brahman, 
the one without a second. To people who through want 
of experience have not this insight into things, there 
will always be difference and non-diffcrence, even as 
in the case of the sea and its waves, but in reality 
these differences arc relative and not true. 

^1% II II 

On the existence and is experienced. 


15 
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15. And (because) on the existence (of the 
cause) is (the effect) experienced. 

The effect is not experienced in the absence of the 
cause, which shows that the effect is not different from 
the cause. The world phenomena appear only because 
Brahman exists and not without It. Hence the world is 
non-different from Brahman. 


On account of (its) existing =?r and of 

the posterior. 

16. And on account of the posterior (i.e. the 
effect, which comes into being after the cause) 
existing (as the cause before creation). 

The Sruti says that before creation the world had its 
being in the cause, Brahman, as one with It: “Verily 
in the beginning this was Self, one only” (Ait. Ar. 
2.4. 1. 1); “In the beginning, my dear, this was only 
existence” (Ghli. 6. 2. 1). Now since before creation 
it was non-different from the cause, it continues to be 
so even after creation. 

?r, 

II ?V9 ti 

On account of its being described as 
non-existent ?r not if it be said q no by 

another characteristic from the latter part of 

the text. 
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17. If it be said that on account of (the effect) 
being described as non-existent (before creation) 
(the conclusion of the previous Sutra is) not 
(true); (we say) not so, (it being described) by 
another characteristic (as is seen) from the latter 
part of the text. 

“Non-existent indeed this was in the beginning’* 
(Ghh. 3. 19. 1). The word “non-existent” does not 
mean absolute non-existence, but that the world did 
not exist in a differentiated condition. It was undiffer¬ 
entiated—-had not yet developed name and form—in 
which sense the word “non-existence” is also used in 
common parlance. It was in a fine condition, and after 
creation it became gross, developing name and form. 
This sense is shown by the immediately succeeding 
portion of the text, “It became existent, it grew.” 
Hence the conclusion of the last Sutra is all right. 

11 It 

From reasoning from another Sruti 

text ^ and. 

18. From reasoning and another Sruti text 
(this relation between cause and effect is estab¬ 
lished) . 

From reasoning also we find that the effect is non- 
different from the cause and exists before its origination. 
Otherwise everything could have been produced from 
anything. Particular causes producing particular effects 
only shows this relationship between cause and effect. 
Before creation the effect exists in the cause as unmani- 
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fcst. Otherwise something new being created, anything 
could have been created from all things. The fact is, it 
gets manifested on creation, that is all. That which is 
absolutely non-existent like the horns of a hare can 
never come into existence. So the cause cannot produce 
altogether a new thing which was not existing in it 
already. Moreover, that the effect exists even before 
creation wc find from such Sruti texts as “In the begin¬ 
ning, my dear, this was only existence, one without a 
second” (Ghh. 6. 2. 1). 

n u n 

Like cloth ^ and. 

19. And like a piece of cloth. 

Even as is cloth folded and spread out, so is the world 
before and after creation. In the folded state one can¬ 
not make out whether it is a cloth or anything else, 
which is clearly discernible when it is spread out. In 
the state of Pralaya (dissolution), i.e. before creation, 
the world exists in a fine potential stale in Brahman and 
after creation takes the gross form. 

^ 5n®nf? ii n 

irrr As ^ and 5rn>TTft in the case of Pranas. 

20. And as in the case of the different Pranas. 

When the five different Pranas (vital forces) are 
controlled by Pr^nayima, they merge and exist as the 
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chief Pr4na (which regulates respiration) merely main¬ 
taining life. From this we find that the effects, the 
various Pranas are not different from their cause, the 
chief Pr&na. So also with all effects; they are not dif¬ 
ferent from their cause. Therefore it is established that 
the effect, the world, is identical with its cause, Brah¬ 
man. Hence by knowing It everything is known. 

Topic 7: Refutation of the objection that if Brahman were 
the cause of the worlds then It and the Jiva being really 
oney Brahman woidd be responsible for creating eviL 

On account of the other being stated 
(as non-diflereiit from Brahman) 
defects of not doing what is beneficial and the like 
would arise. 

21. On account of the other (the individual 
soul) being stated (as non-different from Brah¬ 
man) there would arise (in Brahman) the defects 
of not doing what is beneficial and the like. 

In the previous topic the oneness of the world with 
its cause. Brahman, has been established. But the 
Sutra also states the identity of the individual soul and 
Brahman, and if Brahman at the same time were the 
cause of the world, It would be open to the charge of 
not doing what is good for Itself. Being omniscient, It 
would not have ordained anything which would do the 
individual soul harm, or abstained from doing that 
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which would be beneficial to it; for nobody is seen to 
do so with respect to oneself. Rather It would have 
created a world where everything would have been 
pleasant for the individual soul, without the least trace 
of misery. Since that is not a fact, Brahman is not the 
cause of the world, as Vedanta holds, 

arftinp g, II II 

arfisPF Something more g but on account 

of the statement of difference. 

22. But on account of the statement (in the 
Srutis) of difference (between the individual soul 
and Brahman) (Brahman the Creator is) some¬ 
thing more (than the individual soul). 

‘But’ refutes the objection of the last Sutra. 

The Creator of the world is omniscient and omnip¬ 
otent. As such He knows the unreality of the Jivahood 
and the world, and also His own non-attachment to 
them, being a mere witness. He has neither good nor 
evil. So His creating a world of good and evil is not 
objectionable. For the individual soul, however, there 
is good and evil so long as it is in ignorance. The Srutis 
clearly point out the difference between the individual 
soul and the Creator in texts like “The Atman is to be 
realized” etc. (Brih. 2.4.5). All these differences, 
however, are based on imaginary distinctions due to 
ignorance. It is only when Knowledge dawns that the 
individual soul realizes its identity with Brahman. 
Then all plurality vanishes, and there is neither the 
individual soul nor thv. Creator. Thus the individual 
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soul not being the creator of the world, the objection 
raised does not hold good. 

3RiTlf?^ II II 

Like stones etc. ^ and ^55<rTFfr: its 

iinten ability. 

23. And because the case is similar to that of 
stones (produced from the same earth) etc., the 
objection is untenable. 

An objection may be raised that Brahman, which 
is Knowledge, Bliss, and unchangeable, cannot be the 
cause of a world of diversity, of good and evil. This 
Sutra refutes that. The objection is untenable, for we 
see that from the same material, earth, stones of differ¬ 
ent values like the precious jewels as also useless stones 
are produced. So also from Brahman, which is Bliss, a 
world of good and evil can be created. 

Topic 8: Brahman though destitute of material and 
instruments is yet the cause of the ivorld. 

^qffg l WH I ^r ^ 51, II RX II 

Because collection of accessories is 
seen ?r not ^ ^ if it be said sf no like milk 

since. 


24. If it be said (that Brahman without ex¬ 
traneous aids) cannot (be the cause of the world) 
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because (an agent) is seen to collect materials 
(for any construction), (we say) no, since (it is) 
like milk (turning into curds). 

A fresh objection is raised against Brahman being 
the cause of the world. There is nothing extraneous to 
Brahman to help in the work of creation, for there is 
nothing besides Brahman. Brahman is one without a 
second and so free from all differentiations internal or 
external. It is ordinarily seen that one who creates some¬ 
thing, the potter, for example, uses extraneous aids like 
the wheel, clay, etc. But Brahman, being one without a 
second, has not these accessories and so is not the 
Creator. The Sutra refutes this objection by showing 
that such a thing is possible even as milk turns into 
curds without the help of any extraneous thing. If it be 
urged that even in this case heat or some such thing 
starts curdling, wc say it only accelerates the process, 
but the curdling takes place through the inherent 
capacity of the milk. One cannot turn water into curds 
by the application of heat! But Brahman being infinite, 
no such aid is necessary for It to produce this world. 
That It is of infinite power is testified by such Srutis as 
the following: “There is no effect and no instrument 
known of Him, no one is seen like unto Him or better. 
His high power is revealed as manifold and inherent, 
acting as force and knowledge” (Svet. 6. 8). 

Like gods and others 3rpT even in the 

world. 
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25. (The case of Brahman creating the world 
is) even like the gods and other beings in the 
world. 

It may be objected that the example of milk turning 
into curds is not in point, since it is an inanimate sub¬ 
stance. One never sees a conscious being, a potter, for 
instance, turning out things without the help of external 
aids. 

This Sutra refutes that objection by giving an ex¬ 
ample of creation by a conscious agent without any 
extraneous help. Even as gods, in the sacred books, are 
seen to create without extraneous means simply through 
their inherent power, so also the Lord through His 
infinite power of Maya is able to create this world of 
diversity. The examples cited above show that it is not 
necessary that creation be limited by the conditions 
observed in the creation of pots. They are not universal. 

Topic 9: Brahman though without parts is yet the 
material cause of the world. 

^ II II 

Possibility of the entire (Brahman 
being modified) violation of the scrip)- 

tural statement that Brahman is without parts m or. 

26. (Brahman’s being the cause of the world 
involves) either the possibility of the entire 
(Brahman being modified) or the violation of the 
scriptural statement that Brahman is without 
parts. 
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If Brahman is without parts and yet the material 
cause of the world, then we have to admit that the entire 
Brahman becomes changed into this multiform world. 
So there will be no Brahman left, but only the effect, 
the world. Moreover, it would contradict the scriptural 
text that Brahman is immutable. If on the other hand it 
is said that the whole of It does not undergo modifica¬ 
tion, but only a part, then we shall have to accept that 
Brahman is made up of parts, which is denied by 
scriptural texts. In cither case it leads to dilemma, and 
so Brahman cannot be the cause of the world. 

ig II R'S II 

On account of scriptural texts ^ but 
on account of being based on the scripture. 

27. But (it cannot be like that) on account 
of scriptural texts (supporting both the apparently 
contradictory views) and on account of (Brah¬ 
man) being based on the scripture only. 

‘But’ refutes the view of the former Sutra. 

The entire Brahman does not undergo change, 
though the scriptures say that the world originates 
from Brahman. Witness such texts as, “One foot (quar¬ 
ter) of Him is all beings, and three feet arc what is 
immortal in heaven” (Ghh. 3. 12. 6). And as in matters 
supersensuous the Srutis alone arc authority, we have 
to accept that both these opposite views are true though 
it does not stand to reason. The thing is, the change in 
Brahman is only apparent and not real. Hence both the 
views expressed by the Sruti are true. It is on this basis 
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that the apparently contradictory texts become re¬ 
conciled and not otherwise, 

anruOr % II R': II 

STTcRfr In the individual soul ^ and ^«f thus 
diverse also because. 

28. And because in the individual soul also 
(as in the case of magicians etc.) diverse (crea¬ 
tion exists). Similarly (with Brahman). 

This Sutra establishes the view of the former by citing 
an example. 

In the dream state there appears in the individual 
self, which is one and indivisible, diversity resembling 
the waking state (See Brih. 4. 3.10), and yet the indi¬ 
visible character of the self is not marred by it. We 
see also magicians, for instance, producing a multiple 
creation without any change in themselves. Similarly 
this diverse creation springs from Brahman through 
Its inscrutable power of Mayfi, though Brahman Itself 
remains unchanged. 

II II 

On account of the opponent’s view 
being subject to these very objections ^ and, 

29. And on account of the opponent’s own 
view being subject to these very objections. 

If the Pradhana is taken to be the First Cause, as the 
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opponents of the Vedantic view (the Sinkhyas) hold, 
in that case also, as the Pradhana too is without parts, 
the Sankhyan view will be equally subject to the 
objections raised against Brahman as the First Cause. 
The Vedanta viewpoint has, however, answered all 
these objections, while the Sankhyas and Vaiseshikas 
cannot answer them, the change being real according 
to them. 


Topic 10: BrahmarCs power of Mdyd established. 

^ II II 

Rsffqerr Endowed with all ^ and because 

it is seen. 

30. And (Brahman is) endowed with all 
(powers), because it is seen (from the scriptures). 


Generally wc see that men endowed with a physical 
body possess such powers. But since Brahman has no 
body, it is not likely that It can possess such powers—so 
says the opponent. 

This Sutra gives proof of Brahman’s being endowed 
with Maya Sakti, the power of Nescience. Various 
scriptural texts declare that Brahman possesses all 
powers. “The great Lord is the Mllyin (the ruler of 
Maya)” (Svet. 4. 10). See also Ghh. 3.14.4 and 8. 7. 1. 



^,515^5^11 ?? II 


Because devoid of organs ^ not ^ 
if it be said ^ that has been explained. 
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31. If it be said that because (Brahman) is 
devoid of organs (it is) not (able to create, though 
endowed with powers), (we say) this has (already) 
been explained. 

As Brahman is devoid of organs, It cannot create. 
Moreover, It is described as “Not this, not this”, which 
precludes all attributes; so how can It possess any 
powers ? This Sutra replies that it has already been ex¬ 
plained in 2. 1.4. and 2. 1.25 that with respect to 
Brahman the scripture alone is authority and not 
reason. The scripture declares that Brahman, although 
devoid of organs, possesses all capacities. “Grasping 
without hands, moving swiftly without feet” etc. (Svet. 
3. 19). Though Brahman is without attributes, yet on 
account of Maya or Nescience It can be taken to pos¬ 
sess all powers. 

Topic IT, Brahman's creation has no motive 
behind except a sportive impulse, 

II II 

^ Not on account of having motive. 

32. (Brahman is) not (the creator of the world) 
on account of (every activity) having a motive. 

Granting that Brahman possesses all powers for 
creation, a further objection is raised against Its being 
the cause. Nobody engages himself in anything without 
a motive or purpose. Everything is undertaken by 
people to satisfy some desire. But Brahman is self- 
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sufficient, therefore It has nothing to gain by the 
creation; hence we cannot expect It to engage Itself 
in such a useless creation. Therefore Brahman cannot 
be the cause of the world. 


II II 

As is seen in the world g but 
mere pastime. 

33. But (Brahman’s creative activity) is mere 
pastime, as is seen in the world. 

Even as kings without any motive behind are seen to 
engage in acts for mere pastime, or even as men breathe 
without a purpose, for it is their very nature, or even as 
children play out of mere fun, so also Brahman without 
any purpose engages Itself in creating this world of 
diversity. This answers the objection raised in the pre¬ 
vious Sutra against Brahman’s being the cause of the 
world. 


Topic 12: Partiality and cruelty cannot be 
attributed to Brahman, 

?i«n ii ii 

^ Partiality and cruelty ^ not on 

account of Its taking into consideration (other reasons) 
so because declares. 

34. Partiality arid cruelty cannot (be attrib- 
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uted to Brahman) on account of Its taking into 
consideration (other reasons in that matter), 
because (the scripture) declares (it to be) so. 

Some are created poor, some rich; hence the Lord is 
partial to some. He is cruel, inasmuch as He makes 
people suffer. To such an objection this Sutra replies 
that the Lord cannot be accused of partiality and 
cruelty, because He dispenses according to the merit 
and demerit of the individual soul. The scripture 
declares to that effect, “A man becomes good by good 
work, bad by bad work” (Brih. 3. 2. 13). But this does 
not contradict the independence of the Lord, even as 
the king’s status is not compromised by his giving 
presents to his servants according to their action. Just 
as rain helps different seeds to sprout, each according 
to its nature, so God is the general efficient cause in 
bringing the latent tendencies of each individual to 
fruition. Hence he is neither partial nor cruel. 

arsnfemg ii n 

R’ Not for want of distinction in work 

if it be said ^ no aPTlfesTTcT because of (the 
world) being without a beginning. 

35. If it be said (that is) not (possible) for want 
of any distinction in work (before creation), (we 
say) no, because of (the world) being without a 
beginning. 


Since before the first creation the individual soul 
cannot possibly have had a previous existence, whence 
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comes the difference in the condition of beings in that 
first creation, unless the Lord has caused it out of His 
partiality? This objection is answered by the Sutra, 
which says that creation is without a beginning and the 
question of first creation cannot arise. It is like a seed 
and its sprout. So the individual souls have always had 
a previous existence and done good or bad deeds in 
accordance with which their lot in a subsequent crea¬ 
tion is ordained by the Lord. 

^ II II 

Is reasonable ^ and STflr and is 

seen ^ also. 

36. And (that the world is without a begin¬ 
ning) is reasonable and is also seen (from the 
scriptures). 

Reason tells us that creation must be without a 
beginning. For if the world did not exist in a potential 
state in the form of Samskaras (impressions), then an 
absolutely non-existing thing would be produced at 
creation. In that case even liberated souls might be 
reborn. Moreover people would be enjoying or suffering 
without having done anything to deserve it—an in¬ 
stance of an effect without a cause, which is absurd. It 
cannot be attributed to primeval ignorance, which, 
being one, requires the diversity of individual past work 
to produce varied results. The scriptures also posit the 
existence of the world in former cycles in texts like 
“The Lord devised the sun and moon as before” 
(Rig-Veda, 10. 190. 3). 

So partiality and cruelty cannot be imputed to the 
Lord. 



2.1.37] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 175 

Topic 13: Brahman endowed with all attributes 
necessary for creation. 

II II 

From the possibility of all attributes 

^ and. 

37. And because all attributes (required for 
the creation of the world) are possible (only in 
Brahman, It is the cause of the world). 

This Sutra answers the objection that because 
Brahman is attributeless It cannot be the material 
cause of the world. 

Objection: Material cause is that which undergoes 
modification as the effect. Such a cause is generally seen 
to possess attributes in the world. Therefore an attrib¬ 
uteless Brahman cannot be the material cause of the 
world, as it goes counter to our everyday experience. 

Answer: Though the material cause undergoes 
change to produce the effect, yet this can take place in 
two ways. An actual modification, as when milk turns 
into curds, or an apparent modification due to igno¬ 
rance, as when a rope is taken for a snake. Therefore 
though in the attributeless Brahman an actual change is 
impossible, yet an apparent modification Ls possible 
owing to Its power of Maya. Because of this power all 
the attributes required in the cause for such a creation 
are possible only in Brahman. Therefore Brahman is 
the material cause of this world, not through actual 
modification, but through apparent modification, and 
It is also the efficient cause of the world. Therefore the 
fact that Brahman is the cause of the world is estab¬ 
lished. 

16 



CHAPTER II 


Section II 

In the last section all arguments against Brahman 
being the First Cause have been answered. In this 
section all the doctrines of the other schools are taken 
up for refutation through reasoning alone without 
reference to the authority of the Vedas, 

In the last Sutra it has been shown that Brahman 
possesses all the attributes, though through M^ya, for 
equipping It to be the First Cause of the universe. Now 
the question is taken up whether the Sankhyan 
Pradhaua can satisfy all those conditions. 

Topic T. Refutation of the Sankhyan theoiy of the 
Pradhdna as the First Cause, 

II \ II 

Because of the impossibility of design 
^ and ^ not arjirrw that which is inferred. 

1. And that which is inferred [viz^ the 
Pradhana of the Sankhyas can) not (be the First 
Cause) because (in that case it is) not possible 
(to account for the) design (found in the creation). 

In the preceding portion the Sankhyan doctrine has 
been refuted here and there on scriptural authority. 
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Sutras 1-10 refute it through reasoning independent of 
the Ved&nta texts. 

The inert Pradhina does not possess the intelligence 
that is required for creating such a diverse and well- 
designed world as this, and so it cannot be the First 
Cause. 


II ^ II 

Of a tendency ^ and. 

2. And on account of (the impossibility of 
such) a tendency (to create). 

Even granting that such a creation is possible for the 
Pradh^na, still there are other objections. 

Inert Pradhina cannot again be credited with the 
desire or tendency to create. Clay by itself is never seen 
to create a pot without the agency of an intelligent 
being. So the inert Pradh^na cannot be the cause, for 
in that case the activity necessary for the production of 
the world would be impossible. There must be some 
ruling intelligence for that purpose. 

II ^ II 

Like milk and water ^ if it be said ^ 
there arfr even. 

3. If it be said (that the Pradhina spon¬ 
taneously undergoes modification) like (the 
flowing of) milk and water, (we say that) even 
there (it is due to intelligence). 
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The Sankhyas try to get over the difficulty by saying 
that even as water flows in rivers spontaneously or milk 
from the udder to the calf, so also the inert PradhAna 
may become active of its own accord and undergo modi¬ 
fication into intellect, Ahankara, etc. without the agency 
of any intelligence. The latter part of the Sutra refutes 
this and says that even the flowing of water and milk is 
directed by the Supreme Lord. The scriptures also say: 
“Under the mighty rule of this Immutable, O G^rgi, 
some rivers flow to the east” etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 9); “He 
who inhabits water, but is within it,... who controls 
water from within” (Brih. 3. 7. 4). The Lord is behind 
everything directing the material world. 

11 V II 

There being no extraneous agency 
besides it ^ and because it is not dependent. 

4. And because (the Pradhdna) is not depen¬ 
dent (on anything), there being no extraneous 
agency besides it (its activity and nonactivity 
cannot be explained). 

The Pradhana of the Sankhyas being inert, it cannot 
of itself start to be active, or when once set in motion, 
cease to be active of itself. So in the absence of an in¬ 
telligent guiding principle it is impossible for the 
Sankhyas to explain creation and dissolution at the 
beginning and end of a cycle, which they admit. The 
only other principle besides the Pradhana that they 
admit is the Purusha or soul, but according to them it is 
not an agent, for iv is indiiferent. All other principles 
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which they admit including even Karma are but pro¬ 
ducts of the Pradh^na and as such cannot have any 
determining effect on it. Hence their position launches 
them into a contradiction. 

?! ii n ii 

Elsewhere spTMRJ because of its absence ^ 
and ^ not even as grass etc. 

5. And (it can) not (be said that the Pradhana 
undergoes modification spontaneously) even as 
grass etc. (turn into milk); because of its absence 
elsewhere (than in the female mammals). 

Nor is the spontaneous modification of the Pradhana 
possible. If you cite grass as an instance, we say it is not 
changed into milk spontaneously but only when eaten 
by female mammals. Otherwise it would be converted 
into milk independently of them. Since the analogy 
itself does not stand, we cannot accept the Pradhana’s 
undergoing modification of itself. 

3n=fWi^s=!Tsifvn^ II \ II 

ar^q<|i| Accepting siftf even because of 

the absence of any purpose. 

6. Even accepting (the Sankhyan position 
with regard to the spontaneous modification of 
the Pradhdna, it cannot be the First Cause) 
because of the absence of any purpose. 
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Granting the spontaneity of the Pradhina^ it will 
lead to a contradiction in their philosophy. If the 
Pradhina is active spontaneously, then this activity 
cannot have any purpose, which would contradict the 
Sinkhyan view that the modification of the PradhAna 
is for the experience and Liberation of the soul. More¬ 
over, the soul being perfect, it is already free and 
nothing can be added to or taken away from it. Hence 
the PradhAna cannot be the First Cause. 

II V3 II 

Even as a person or a magnet ^ ^ 
if it be said even then. 

7. If it be said (that the Purusha can direct 
the PradhAna) even as a (crippled) person (can 
direct a blind man), or a magnet (the iron filings), 
even then (the difficulty cannot be surmounted). 

The SAnkhyas hold that though the Purusha is itself 
inactive yet it can direct the PradhAna; the Sutra 
refutes it. According to the SAnkhyas, the PradhAna is 
independent, and so it is not in keeping with this to 
say that it depends on the nearness of the Purusha for 
its activity, even as the iron filings depend on the 
magnet for their motion. Moreover, the Purusha being 
always near the PradhAna, there would be perma¬ 
nency of creation. Again, the case of the lame and the 
blind is not an apt example, for the lame man can give 
directions to the blind one and direct him; but since 
the Purusha is altogether indifferent according to the 
SAnkhyas, it cannot do that with respect to the Pra- 
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dhana. In Vedinta, though Brahman is indifferent, 
yet through Maya It is endowed with attributes and 
activity; so It becomes the Creator. Again the Purusha 
and the Pradh^na are altogether separate and inde¬ 
pendent; the one is intelligent and indifferent, the 
other inert and independent. Now if these two are to 
be connected, a third principle will be required, and 
since no such principle is recognized in the S^nkhya 
philosophy, their connection is impossible. 

II t; II 

3Tpg-'^-3r«f77id: Owing to the impossibility of the 
relation of principal (and subordinate) ^ and. 

8. And because the relation of principal (and 
subordinate) is impossible (among the Gunas, 
the Pradhina cannot be active). 

The Pradhana, according to the Sankhyas, consists 
of the three Gunas (constituents), Sattva, Rajas, and 
Tamas, which are independent of each other and in a 
state of equilibrium before creation. Creation begins 
when this equilibrium is upset and one Guna becomes 
more predominant than the other two. Equilibrium 
cannot be upset without any external force, nor can the 
Gunas, which are absolutely independent in the state of 
Pradhana, take of themselves a subsidiary position to 
another Guna without losing their independence. 
Hence creation would be impossible. 

^ II €. II 

>o 

ay wpT T Otherwise if it be inferred ^ even 
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owing to the absence of the power of 

intelligence. 

9. Even if it be inferred otherwise, owing to 
the absence of the power of intelligence (the 
other objections to the Pradhana being the First 
Cause remain). 

If it be inferred from the effects that the cause, the 
Pradhana, consists of Gunas which are not absolutely 
independent, but contain some characteristics inherent 
in them, like instability, owing to which they them¬ 
selves enter into a state of inequality even while they 
are in a state of equilibrium, then also because of the 
want of intelligence the objections founded on design 
in the world and that it would lead to continuous 
creation, stand against accepting the Pradhana as the 
First Cause. Vide Sutras 1 and 4. 



II ?o il 



of contradictions ^ also 


inconsistent. 


10. Also because of contradictions (the Sdn- 
khyan theory) is inconsistent. 

There are various contradictions in the S^nkhya 
philosophy, as, for example, sometimes the senses are 
said to be eleven and again they are said to be seven; 
again the Tanmatras are said to be produced from 
Mahat in one place and in another place from Ahan- 
kira (Ego), and so on. Its differences with Sruti and 
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Smriti are well known. Hence the doctrine of the 
Pradh^na of the Sdnkhyas cannot be accepted. 

Topic 2: Refutation of the objection from the Vaiseshika 
^standpoint against Brahman being the First Cause. 

II n II 

Even as the great and long ^ or 
from the short and the infinitesimal. 

11. (The world may originate from Brahman) 
even as the great and long (triad etc.) originate 
from the short (and the minute dyad) or (this 
kind of dyad) from the infinitesimal (atom). 

The S&nkhyas having been refuted, the Vaiseshika 
philosophy is taken up in Sutras 11-17 and refuted. 
First, the plausible objection against Brahman being 
the First Cause is answered from the standpoint of the 
Vaiseshikas in Sutra 11. According to them the qualities 
of the cause produce similar qualities in the effects, 
even as the whiteness of the threads produce that of 
the cloth woven out of them. So if the world is created 
from Brahman, the quality of intelligence should abide 
in the world also; but as a matter of fact it does not. 
So Brahman cannot be the cause of the world. This 
argument is refuted on the ground that the same objec¬ 
tion applies to the Vaiseshika view of creation also; 
hence it is no special objection against Vedinta. 
According to them the ultimate condition of the world 
is atomic, and all things in this world are but aggre¬ 
gates of the different kinds of atoms. The atoms are 
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eternal and the ultimate cause of the world. In the state 
of dissolution the world exists in the atomic state. At 
the time of creation the atoms of air are set in motion 
by Adrishta, the unseen principle, and two atoms 
combine to form a dyad. Again, three dyads combine 
to form a triad and four dyads form a tetrad, and in 
this way gross air is created. Similarly, the other ele¬ 
ments are created from their respective atoms and 
dyads. An atom, according to this pliilosophy, is in¬ 
finitesimal, a dyad is minute and short, and compounds 
from the triad upwards are great and long. Now, if two 
atoms which are spherical, produce a dyad which is 
minute and short, but in which the sphericity of the 
atom is not reproduced, or if four dyads, which are 
short and minute, produce a tetrad, wliich is great and 
long, but the minuteness and shortness of the dyad are 
not handed down, it is clear that all the qualities of the 
cause are not reproduced in the effect. So there can be 
no objection to an intelligent Brahman being the cause 
of the world, which is not intelligent. Brahman, which 
is Knowledge and Bliss, can produce a world which is 
inert and full of misery. 

Topic 3: Refutation of the atomic theory of 
the Vaiseshikas. 

Having answered the objection against the Vedantic 
view, the author of the Sutras now proceeds to refute 
the Vaiseshika philosophy. 

^ II II 

^>Tir«rrPT In either case ?T is not ^ activity 
therefore negation of that. 
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12. In either case (viz* the Adrishta, the un¬ 
seen principle, inhering either in the atoms 
or in the soul) the activity (of the atoms) is not 
(possible); therefore the negation of that (viz* of 
creation through the combination of atoms). 

If the world is created by the combination of atoms, 
the question is, what causes this combination? If it is a 
seen cause, it is not possible before the creation of the 
body. A seen cause can either be an endeavour, or an 
impact, or the like. Unless there is the connection of the 
soul with the mind, there can be no endeavour on the 
part of the soul, according to the Vaiseshika assumption. 
And since before creation there is no body and there¬ 
fore no mind, endeavour cannot take place. Similarly 
with impact etc. If the cause is Adrishta (the unseen 
principle), does it inhere in the soul or in the atoms? 
In either case, it cannot be the cause of the first motion 
of the atoms; for this Adrishta is non-intelligent and so 
cannot act by itself. If it is inherent in the soul, the soul 
being then inert, there is no intelligence to guide this 
Adrishta. If it is inherent in the atoms, it being always 
present, a state of dissolution would be impossible, for 
the atoms will be always active. Again, the soul is 
without parts like the atoms, and so there is no possi¬ 
bility of any connection between the soul and the atoms. 
Consequently, if the Adrishta inheres in the soul, it 
cannot influence the motion of the atoms not connected 
with the soul. So in all cases original activity in the 
atoms is not possible, and in the absence of that there 
can be no combination of atoms, as the Vaiseshikas say. 
Consequently, the theory that the world is created by 
the combination of atoms is untenable. 
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II II 

Samaviya being admitted ^ also 
equality of reasoning regressus in infini¬ 

tum would result. 

13. (The Vaiseshika theory is untenable) also 
(because it involves) a regressus in infinitum on 
similar reasoning, since it accepts Samavaya. 

Samavaya or inseparable inherence is one of the 
seven categories of the Vaiseshikas. They say it is this 
that connects the dyad with its constituents, the two 
atoms, since the dyad and the atoms are of different 
qualities. In that case Samavaya (inherence) itself also 
being different from these dyads and atoms, which it 
connects, another Samavaya will be required to connect 
it with these, and that in its turn will require another 
Samavaya to connect it with the first Samavaya and so 
on without an end. Hence the argument would be de¬ 
fective, and consequently the atomic doctrine, which 
admits Samavaya for combination, is inadmissible. 

^ II II 

^ Permanently ^ and because 

existing. 

14. And because of the permanent existence 
(of the tendency to act or otherwise of the atoms, 
the atomic theory is inadmissible). 
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The atomic theory involves another difficulty. If 
the atoms are by nature active, then creation would be 
permanent, for dissolution would mean a change in the 
nature of the atoms, which is impossible. If on the other 
hand, they are by nature inactive, then dissolution 
would be permanent, and there will be no creation for 
the same reason. Their nature cannot be both activity 
and inactivity, they being contradictory. If they are 
neither, their activity and inactivity would depend on 
an efficient cause, like Adrishta, which being always 
connected with the atoms, they will always be active, 
and creation would be permanent. If on the other hand, 
there is no efficient cause, there will be no activity of 
the atoms and hence no creation. Consequently the 
atomic theory is again inadmissible. 

II %% II 

On account cf possessing colour etc. 
^ and the opposite because it is seen. 

15. And on account of (the atoms) possessing 
colour etc., the opposite (of what the Vaiseshikas 
hold would be true), because it is seen. 

The atoms are said to have colour etc., for otherwise 
the effects will not possess these qualities, since it is the 
qualities of the cause that are found in the effects. In 
that case the atoms would cease to be atomic and per¬ 
manent. For whatever possesses colour etc. is found to 
be gross, not minute, and impermanent as compared 
with its cause. So the atoms also, which have colour 
etc., must be gross and impermanent, and this contra- 
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diets the Vaiseshika tenet that they are minute and 
permanent. So the atoms cannot be the ultimate cause 
of the world. 


gwn = 5 r it 1%, 11 

In either case ^ and because of 

defects. 

16. And because of defects in either case (the 
atomic theory is untenable). 

The four gross elements earth, water, fire, and air 
are produced from atoms. Now these elements are 
different as regards qualities. Earth, for example, has 
the qualities of touch, taste, smell, and colour, while 
water has only three of these, fire only two, and air one. 
If we suppose that their respective atoms also possess 
the same number of qualities as they, then while an 
atom of air has one quality, an atom of earth will have 
four qualities. Possessing four qualities it will be bigger 
in size, for our experience says that an increase of qual¬ 
ities cannot take place without an increase of size, and 
consequently it would cease to be atomic. If, on the 
other hand, we take them all to possess the same number 
of qualities, then there cannot be any difference in the 
qualities of the products, the elements, according to 
the principle that the qualities of the cause are repro¬ 
duced in its effects. In either case, the Vaiseshika 
doctrine is defective and therefore inadmissible. 

3T4r«l|l-»^CT'^mq{sn' II ?vs 11 
Because it is not accepted 'ir and 
completely to be rejected. 
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17. And because (the atomic theory) is not 
accepted (by any authoritative persons like 
Manu and others) it is to be completely rejected. 

Topic 4: Refutation of the Bauddha Realists. 

u ii 

The aggregate having for its cause 

the two arPr even it will not take place. 

18. Even if the (two kinds of) aggregates pro¬ 
ceed from their two causes, there would result 
the non-formation (of the two aggregates). 

This Sutra begins the refutation of the Bauddha 
school. There are three principal schools of Buddhism, 
viz* the Realists, who accept the reality of both the out¬ 
side and the inside world, consisting respectively of 
external things and thought; the Idealists who main¬ 
tain that thought alone is real; and the Nihilists, who 
maintain that everything is void and unreal. But all of 
them agree that everything is momentary—nothing 
lasts beyond a moment. 

The Realists among the Bauddhas recognize two 
aggregates, the external material world and the internal 
mental world—both together making up the universe. 
The external world is made up of the aggregation of 
atoms. These atoms are of four kinds—atoms of earth, 
which are hard; atoms of water, which are viscid; 
atoms of fire, which are hot; and atoms of air, which 
are mobile. Of the internal world, the five Skandhas 
(groups) are the cause. They are—Rupa Skandha, 
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comprising the senses and their objects; the Vijnina 
Skandha, comprising the series of self-cognitions which 
give rise to the notion of ‘I’; the Vedana Skandha, 
comprising pleasure, pain, etc.; the Samjn^ Skandha, 
comprising the cognition of things by names, as, he is 
a man; and the Samskara Skandha, comprising attach¬ 
ment and aversion, Dharma (merit), Adharma (de¬ 
merit), etc. By the aggregation of these Skandhas the 
internal aggregate or the mental world is produced. 
These are the two internal and external aggregates 
referred to in the Sutras. Sutras 18-27 refute the 
Realists’ view. 

The question now arises, how are these aggregates 
formed ? Is there an intelligent principle behind as the 
cause, the guide, of the aggregation, or does it take place 
spontaneously? If there is an intelligent principle, is it 
stationary or momentary ? If it is stationary, the Bud¬ 
dhistic doctrine of momentariness is contradicted. If 
it is momentary, then we cannot say that it comes into 
existence first and then unites the atoms, for that would 
mean that the cause lasts for more than one moment. 
Again, if there is no intelligent principle as guide, how 
can the non-intelligent atoms and the Skandhas aggre¬ 
gate in a systematic way ? Moreover, the activity would 
be eternal, and there would be no destruction or Pra- 
laya. For all these reasons the formation of aggregates 
cannot be accounted for, and in their absence there 
cannot exist the stream of mundane existence. Conse¬ 
quently, the doctrine of this school of Bauddhas is 
untenable. 


II II 
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Because of successive causality 
^ ^ if it be said JT no because 

they are merely the efficient cause of the origin. 

19. If it be said (that the formation of aggre¬ 
gates is possible) because of the successive causal¬ 
ity (of Nescience etc. in the Bauddha series), 
(we say), no, because they are merely the effi¬ 
cient cause of the origin (of the immediately 
subsequent thing in the series, and not of the 
aggregation). 

The series is as follows: Nescience, Samskira (at¬ 
tachment, aversion, etc.), Vijnana (self-consciousness), 
name (earth, water, etc.), colour (the rudimentary 
ingredients of the body), abode of the six {i,e, the body 
and the senses), contact, experience of pleasure etc., 
desire, movement, merit and demerit, etc. In this series 
the immediately preceding item is the cause of the next, 
and so we can explain the mundane existence without 
any combining principle, as demanded in the previous 
Sutra. These constitute an uninterrupted chain of cause 
and effect, revolving unceasingly, and this cannot take 
place without aggregates. So aggregates are a reality. 

The Sutra refutes it by saying that though in the 
series the preceding one is the cause of the subsequent 
one, there is nothing which can be the cause of the 
whole aggregate. That the atoms cannot combine of 
themselves even when they are assumed to be perma¬ 
nent and eternal, has been shown in refuting the Vaise- 
shikas. Much more is their combination by themselves 
impossible when they are momentary, as the Buddhists 
hold. Again, the individual soul, for whose enjoyment 

17 
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€tc. this aggregate of body etc. exists, is also momentary 
and cannot therefore be an enjoyer; and whose again 
is Liberation, since the individual soul is momentary? 
So the series, though it stands in a relation of successive 
causality, cannot be the cause of the aggregates, and 
there being no permanent enjoyer, there is neither any 
need of these aggregates. So the Bauddha doctrine of 
momentariness is untenable. 

The Sutra can also be explained as follows: The 
Bauddhas say, if we hold that the atoms stand in a 
relation of causality, then no combining principle of the 
atoms would be necessary; in that case they would join 
■of themselves. The latter part of the Sutra refutes this 
saying that the causality will explain only the produc¬ 
tion of the atoms of the pot of a subsequent moment by 
the atoms of the pot of a previous moment, but will not 
explain the combination of the atoms into an aggregate, 
which can take place only if there is an intelligent agent 
behind, for otherwise the combination of inert and 
momentary atoms cannot be explained. 

II II 

At the time of the production of the 
subsequent thing ^ and because the ante¬ 

cedent one has ceased to exist. 

20. And because at the time of the produc¬ 
tion of the subsequent thing (even in the series 
of successive causality) the antecedent thing has 
already ceased to exist (it cannot be the cause 
of the subsequent thing). 
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The Sutra now refutes that even the successive caus¬ 
ality spoken of in the series Nescience, Samskaras, etc, 
is untenable. Since everything is momentary, the an¬ 
tecedent thing would already have ceased to exist at the 
next moment, when the subsequent thing is created; 
so it cannot be the cause of the other. The clay that 
exists at the time the pot is created, is alone the cause 
of the pot, and not that wliich existed before and has 
ceased to exist then. If it be still maintained to be the 
cause, then we have to accept that existence comes out 
of non-existence, which is impossible. Again the accept¬ 
ance of the doctrine of momentariness would go against 
the principle that the effect is the cause in a new form. 
This principle shows that the cause exists in the effect, 
which means that it is not momentary. Again on 
account of the momentariness of things ‘origination’ 
and ‘destruction’ will be synonymous, for if we say 
there is difference between the two, then we shall be 
forced to say that the thing lasts at least for more than 
one moment, and consequently we shall have to aban¬ 
don the doctrine of momentariness. 

ii 5?? 11 

If non-existence (of cause) be assumed 
contradiction of the proposition 
otherwise simultaneity. 

21. If non-existence (of cause) be assumed, 
(the effects being produced in spite of it) there 
will result) contradiction of their (Bauddhas’) 
propK)sition. Otherwise (there would result) 
simultaneity (of cause and effect). 
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If, to avoid the difficulty shown in the previous Sutra, 
the Bauddhas say that effects are produced without a 
cause, then they would contradict their own proposition 
that every effect has a cause. If on the other hand a 
cause be assumed, then we have to accept that the 
cause and effect exist simultaneously at the next 
moment, Le, the cause lasts for more than one moment, 
as already shown in the last Sutra, which would falsify 
the doctrine of momentariness. 



II n 


)-3T5|fefOTf?f^-3r5TTfe Conscious de¬ 
struction and unconscious destruction would be impos¬ 
sible owing to nondnterruption. 

22. Conscious and unconscious destruction 
would be impossible owing to non-interruption. 

The Bauddhas maintain that universal destruction 
is ever going on, and that this destruction is of two kinds, 
conscious and unconscious. The former depends upon 
an act of thought, as when ajar is broken by a man with 
a stick, while the latter is the natural decay of things. 
The Sutra says that either kind of destruction would be 
impossible, for it must refer either to the series of 
momentary existences or to the single members of that 
series. The series is continuous and can never be stop¬ 
ped. Why? Because the last momentary existence be¬ 
fore such destruction must be assumed either to pro¬ 
duce its effect or not to produce it. If it does then the 
series would continue and will not be destroyed. If it 
does not produce the effect, the last momentary exist- 
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ence ceases to be a fact at all, for according to the 
Bauddhas existence (Satti) means causal efficiency. 
Again the non-existence of the last momentary exist¬ 
ence would lead backward to the non-existence of the 
previous momentary existence and so on of the whole 
series. 

Again these two kinds of destruction cannot be 
found in the individual members of the series also. For 
owing to the momentary existence of each member no 
conscious destruction of it is possible. Neither can it 
be unconscious destruction, since the individual mem¬ 
ber is not altogether destroyed; for when a pot is de¬ 
stroyed we find the existence of the clay in the sherds. 
Even in those cases where it seems to vanish, as when a 
drop of water disappears on account of heat, we can 
infer that it continues to exist in some other form, viz* 
as steam. 


!3wn ^ II II 
In either case ^ and because of 

objections. 

23. And in either case {Le. v^hether Nes¬ 
cience with its offshoots meets with conscious or 
unconscious destruction resulting in final release) 
because of the objections (that arise, the Bauddha 
position is untenable). 

Nescience, according to the Bauddhas, is the false 
idea of permanency in things momentary. They say that 
on the destruction of it Moksha or Freedom is attained. 
Now this destruction of Nescience must be one of the 
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two kinds referred to in the last Sutra. If it is a conscious 
destruction, depending on the effort of the individual 
—his penance and knowledge, then this would go 
counter to the Buddhistic doctrine of momentariness, 
according to which Nescience will also be momentary 
and cease to exist after a moment of its own accord. And 
if we say that the destruction of ignorance is sponta¬ 
neous, then the Buddhist instruction as to the ‘path’ is 
useless. So in either case the Bauddha position is un¬ 
tenable. 


II II 

3rT^)T& In the case of Akasa (space) ^ also 
there being no diffeience. 

24. The case of Akasa also not being different 
(from the twofold destruction, it also cannot be 
a non-entity). 

According to the Bauddhas, besides the twofold 
destruction Akasa or space is a third non-entity. It 
means tlie absence in general of any covering or occupy¬ 
ing body. It has been shown in Sutras 22-23 that the 
two kinds of destruction are not absolutely devoid of 
positive characteristics and so cannot be non-entities. 
The case of Akasa is also similar. Just as earth, air, etc. 
arc recognized to be entities in consequence of their 
being the substratum of properties like smell etc., 
similarly Akasa also on account of its being the sub¬ 
stratum of sound ought to be recognized as an entity. 
Earth etc. are experienced through their attributes, and 
the existence of Akasa also is experienced through its 
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attribute, sound. Consequently it also must be an 
entity. 

II II 

On Account of memory ^ and. 

25. And on account of memory (the per¬ 
manency of the experiencer has to be recognized). 

A further refutation of the momentariness of things 
is given here. If everything is momentary, the experi¬ 
encer or enjoyer of something must also be momentary. 
But that the enjoyer is not momentary and abides 
longer is realized from the fact that people have the 
memory of past experiences. Memory is possible only 
in a person who has previously experienced it, for what 
is experienced by one man is not remembered by 
another. So the agent of the experience and the re¬ 
membrance being the same, he is connected with at 
least two moments—which refutes the doctrine of 
momentariness. 

ii ii 

?T Not from non-existence because 

this is not seen. 

26. (Existence does) not (result) from non¬ 
existence, because this is not seen. 

The Bauddhas say that from anything that is eternal 
and non-changing no effects can be produced; for that 
which does not change cannot give rise to effects. So 
they say that the cause undergoes destruction before 
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the effect is produced. The seed undergoes destruction, 
and then the sprout comes out. In other words, ex¬ 
istence springs from non-existence. The Sutra refutes 
this by saying that if it were so, then the assumption of 
special causes would be meaningless. Anything might 
spring from anything; for non-entity is the same in all 
cases. There is no difference between the non-entity of 
a mango stone and that of an apple seed. Consequently 
we could expect an apple tree to come out of a mango 
stone. If there are distinctions between non-existences, 
with the result that the non-existence of a mango stone 
differs from that of an apple seed, and therefore they 
produce certain definite results, then they will no longer 
be non-entities, but something positive. 

^r#TRWPr II ^^9 II 

Of the effortless arpT even ^ and qsf 
thus %fe: attainment of the goal. 

27. And thus (if existence should spring from 
non-existence, there would result) the attainment 
of the goal even by the effortless. 

Mere inactivity would result in the fulfilment of all 
ends, for there would no longer be the necessity of the 
cause, activity. Even final Freedom would result without 
any effort. 

Topic 5: Refutation of the Bauddha Idealists, 

srmFr ii ii 

^ Is not 3r?TT^: non-existence on account of 

their being experienced. 
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28. Non-existence (of things external) is not 
(true), on account of their being experienced. 

From this Sutra begins the refutation of the Ideal¬ 
ists among the Bauddhas, according to whom only 
ideas exist and nothing else. 

According to them the external world is non-existent. 
Does it mean that the objective world is absolutely non¬ 
existent like the horns of a hare, or does it mean that it 
is unreal even as the world seen in a dream is unreal ? 
The Sutra refutes the former view. In that case we 
could not have experienced it. The external world is 
an object of experience through the senses, and cannot 
therefore be altogether non-existent like the horns of a 
hare. The Buddhist may say that he does not affirm that 
he is conscious of no object, but only that what is seen 
in his consciousness alone shines as something external. 
But then the very nature of consciousness itself proves 
the existence of external things different from conscious¬ 
ness, for men are conscious of things or objects of per¬ 
ception, and nobody is conscious of his perception 
merely. The very fact that the Bauddhas say that the 
internal cognition appears ‘as something external* 
shows that the external world is real. If it were not 
real, the comparison ‘like something external’ would 
be meaningless. No one says that Devadatta is like the 
son of a barren woman. 

5T ii ii 

Owing to the difference of nature and 
^ is not like dreams etc. 

29. And owing to the difference of nature (in 
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consciousness between the waking and the dream 
states, the experience of the waking state) is not 
like dreams etc. 

This Sutra refutes the alternative view given in the 
previous Sutra. The Bauddhas may say that percep¬ 
tion of the external world is to be considered similar 
to dreams and the like. In a dream there are no external 
objects; yet the ideas appear in a twofold form as 
subject and object. The appearance of an external 
world is similarly independent of any objective reality. 
This Sutra refutes that view. There is a difference 
between the dream state and the waking state. What is 
seen in a dream is contradicted by waking experience, 
it is unreal. The dream state is a kind of memory, but 
the waking state is a real perception; so it cannot be 
rejected as untrue. Moreover, what is the proof of the 
existence of consciousness except experience? If that 
is so, why should not an object which is experienced 
be taken also as existing Pit may be said that even the 
Vedantins acknowledge the unreality of the external 
world, since it is contradicted by the knowledge of 
Brahman, and that this view is based on the Srutis. 
But if the Bauddhas accept the authority of the Vedas, 
then they would be included within the Vedantic 
school and no longer remain outside it, but as a matter 
of fact they do not accept the Vedas. 

n m II II 

fr Is not existence because (external 

things) are not experienced. 

30, The existence (of Samskaras) is not (pos- 
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sible according to the Bauddhas), because (ex¬ 
ternal things) are not experienced. 

The Bauddhas say that though external things do not 
exist, yet the actual variety of notions like pot, cloth, etc. 
can be accounted for by the preceding Samskaras or 
mental impressions left by previous experience, even as 
the impressions of the waking state give rise to the 
variety of experience in the dream state. This view is 
not tenable, says the Sutra, for mental impressions are 
impossible without the perception of external objects, 
and this the Bauddhas deny. The assumption of a 
beginningless series of mental impressions as cause and 
effect would only lead to a regressus in infinitum and not 
solve the difficulty. 

II ?? II 

On account of the momentariness ^ 

and. 

31. And on account of the momentariness (of 
the ego-consciousncss it cannot be the abode of 
the Samskaras). 

The mental impressions must have an abode. 
Without that they cannot exist. But the doctrine of 
momentariness denies permanency to everything. Even 
the Alayavijnana or ego-consciousness, is momentary 
and cannot be that abode. Unless there is a permanent 
principle connecting the past, present, and future, 
there cannot be remembrance or recognition of an 
experience originating at a particular time and place. 
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If the Alayavijnina is said to be something permanent, 
th«i that would go counter to the doctrine of momen¬ 
tariness. 


II II 

In every way being illogical ^ and. 

32. And (as the Bauddha system is) illogical 
in every way (it cannot be accepted). 

This Sutra can also be interpreted as refuting the 
Nihilists: The translation would then be: And (as 
Nihilism) is illogical etc. 

Nihilism of the Bauddhas goes counter to everything. 
It goes against the Sruti, the Smriti, perception, in¬ 
ference, and every other means of right knowledge and 
so has to be entirely disregarded by those who are 
mindful of their welfare. 

Topic 6 : Refutation of the Jainas, 

II II 

5T Not in one on account of the 

impossibility. 

33. On account of the impossibility (of con¬ 
trary attributes) in one and the same thing (the 
Jaina doctrine is) not (true). 

After the refutation of the Bauddhas the Jaina doc¬ 
trine is taken up for discussion and refutation. The 
Jainas acknowledge seven categories, which can be 
mainly divided into two groups, the soul and the non- 
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soul. Again they predicate seven different views as re¬ 
gards the reality of everything. Everything according 
to them may be real, unreal, both real and unreal, 
different from real and unreal, indescribable, and so 
on. Now this view about things cannot be accepted, as 
it is absurd to think of the same thing as endowed with 
these contradictory attributes of reality, unreality, etc. 
According to the Jaina doctrine we cannot arrive at 
any certain knowledge, and this world, heaven, and 
even Freedom will become doubtful. According to 
Vedantic view, however, the world is Anirvachaniya, 
unspeakable, and so fit for all relative purposes. 

II II 

In the same way ^ and non¬ 

universality of the soul. 

34. And in the same way (there would arise) 
the non-universality of the soul. 

The Jainas say that the soul is of the size of the body. 
If so, it would be limited and with parts; therefore it 
cannot be eternal. Another difficulty would be that the 
soul of an ant taking an elephant body as a result of its 
past work will not be able to fill up that body; and con¬ 
versely, the soul of an elephant will not have sufficient 
space in an ant body. The same difficulty arises with 
respect to the different stages like childhood, youth, 
old age, etc. in a single individual. 

^ ^ f^Kifewr: ii it 

fT ^ Nor in turn arfq even arf^er: consistency 
on account of change etc. 
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35. Nor (can) consistency (be gained) even 
(if the soul is assumed to take on and discard 
parts) in turn (to suit different bodies), on 
account of the change etc. (of the soul in that 
case). 

To get over the difficulty shown in the previous Sutra 
about the soul being of the size of the body it assumes, 
if it be regarded as having parts and alternately adding 
to and taking away from them, then another defect, 
viz, the soul undergoing modification and consequently 
being non-eternal, would arise. If it is non-eternal and 
ever-changing, bondage and liberation cannot be 
predicated of it. 

II II 

Because of the permanency (of the 
size) at the end ^ and there follows the 

permanency of the two there is no difference. 

36. And because of the permanency (of the 
size of the soul) at the end {i,e, on release) there 
follows the permanency of the two (preceding 
sizes, viz- those at the beginning and middle), 
(hence) there is no difference (as to the size of 
the soul at any time). 

The size of the soul at the time of release, the Jainas 
hold, is permanent. Now if this size is permanent, it 
cannot have been created, for nothing created is 
eternal and permanent. If it is not created, it must have 
existed in the beginning and middle as well. In other 
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words the size of the soul was always the same, be it 
minute or great. Hence the Jain theory that it varies 
according to the size of the body is untenable. 

Topic 7: Refutation of the doctrine that God is only the 
efficient, not material, cause of the world. 

q^:, ii ^ n 

q?5: The Lord’s on account of inconsis¬ 

tency. 

37. The Lord’s (being merely the efficient 
cause of the world cannot hold good) on account 
of the inconsistency (of that doctrine). 

The Vedanta says that the Lord is both the efficient 
and the material cause of the world. The Naiyayikas, 
Vaiseshikas, Yogins, and Mahesvaras say that the Lord 
is the efficient cause only, and the material cause is 
either the atoms according to the Naiyayikas and 
Vaiseshikas, or the Pradhana according to the Yogins 
and others. He is the ruler of the Pradhana and the 
souls, which are different from Him. Such a view leads 
to inconsistency. How? Because it makes the Lord 
partial to some and prejudiced against others, for some 
people are well off in this world, while others are 
miserable. The opponents here may say: How does the 
Vedantin get out of the difficulty? He replies: The 
Lord is impartial, but He directs the individuals accord¬ 
ing to their merit and demerit earned in previous ex¬ 
istences (See Sutras 2. 1. 34-35). For the scriptures 
say so, and if you accept scriptural authority in this, you 
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will have to accept its statement, “I will be many” etc. 
^(Taitt, 2. 6), which shows that the Lord is both the 
efficient and the material cause. 

Because relation is not possible 'q and. 

38. And because relation (between the Lord 
and the Pradhana or the souls) is not possible. 

As the Lord is devoid of parts, and so also the 
Pradhana and the souls, there can be no conjunction 
between the Lord and them, and consequently they 
cannot be ruled by Him. Neither can the relation be 
one of inherence, which subsists between entities in¬ 
separably connected as whole and part, substance and 
attributes, etc. This difficulty does not arise in the case 
of the Vedantins, firstly because the relation is inexpres¬ 
sible identity (TMatmya) and secondly because they 
depend on the Srutis for their authority and so are not 
expected to base their reasoning entirely on observed 
facts, as the opponents have to. 

II H 11 

: Rulership being impossible ^ and. 

39. And on account of the rulership (of the 
Lord) being impossible. 

These schools infer the existence of the Lord, and say 
that He directs the Pradhana etc. as the potter does his 
clay. But the Pradiiana etc. are not objects of perception 
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like the clay. Hence the Lord cannot direct them, for 
the inference must be strictly in accordance with^ 
observed facts. 

JT, II Vo II 

As the senses ^ if it be said sT no 
because of enjoyment etc. 

40. If it be said (that the Lord rules the 
PradhS.na etc.) even as (the Jiva rules) the senses 
(which are also not perceived), (we say) no, 
because of the enjoyment etc. 

Even as the individual soul directs the sense organs 
which are not perceived, so also we can take it that the 
Lord rules the Pradhana etc.—^says the opponent. The 
analogy is not proper, for in the former case the Jiva is 
seen to enjoy pleasure, suffer pain, etc., from which we 
infer that it rules the organs. If the analogy be true, 
the Lord also would suffer pain and pleasure caused 
by the Pradhana etc. 

^ II V? 11 

Subject to destruction non-omnis¬ 

cience ^ or. 

41. (There would result from their doctrine 
the Lord’s) being subject to destruction or (His) 
non-omniscience. 

According to these schools the Lord is omniscient 
and eternal, ue, not subject to destruction. 

18 
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The Lord, the Pradhina, and the souls according to 
the Miheshvaras are infinite and separate. Now the 
question is, does the omniscient Lord know the measure 
of the Pradh^na, soul, and Himself or not? In either 
case the doctrine of the Lord’s being the mere efficient 
cause of the universe is untenable. If the Lord knows 
their measure, they are all limited, and therefore a time 
will come when they will all cease to exist. Again, if he 
does not know them, then He would cease to be omnis¬ 
cient. 


Topic 8 : Refutation of the Bhdgavata or the 
Pdnehardtra school, 

II II 

Owing to the impossibility of origi¬ 
nation. 

42. The origination (of the individual soul 
from the Lord) being impossible (the Pancha- 
ratra doctrine is untenable). 

The Panchar^tra or the Bhdgavata school is now 
taken up for examination. It recognizes the material 
and efficient causality of the Lord, but propounds 
certain other views which are objectionable. According 
to it Vasudeva is the Supreme Lord, the material and 
efficient cause of the world. By worshipping Him, medi¬ 
tating on Him, and knowing Him one attains libera¬ 
tion. From Vasudeva is born Sankarshana, the Jiva; 
from Jiva Pradyumna, the Mind; from mind Anirud- 
dha, the Ego. These are the fourfold form (Vyuha) of 
the Lord V^udeva. 
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Of these, the view that V4sudeva is the Supreme 
Lord, to be worshipped and so on, the VedAntin 
accepts, as it is not against the Sruti. But the creation 
of the Jiva etc, he rejects, as such creation is impossible. 
Why ? Because if the soul be created, it would be sub¬ 
ject to destruction, and so no Liberation can be predi¬ 
cated of it. That the soul is not created will be shown 
in Sutra 2. 3. 17. 

JT ^ n II 

^ ^ Nor : from the agent the instrument. 

43. Nor (is it seen that) the instrument (is 
produced) from the agent. 

As an instrument, like an axe, is not seen to be 
produced from the agent, the woodcutter, the Bh^ga- 
vata doctrine—that from the individual soul is pro¬ 
duced the internal instrument or mind, and from the 
mind the ego—cannot be accepted. Neither is there 
any scriptural authority for it. The scripture plainly 
says that everything originates from Brahman. 

faHlFctw it ^ 5RSif^: II w II 

If intelligence etc. exist ^ or 5rq;-3r5rf^<t 
no warding off of that. 

44. Or if the (four Vyuhas are said to) possess 
intelligence etc., yet there is no warding off of 
that [viz. the objection raised in Sutra 42). 
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The Bhigavatas may say that all the forms are 
V&sudeva the Lord, and that all of them equally possess 
knowledge and lordship, strength, valour, etc,, and are 
free from faults and imperfections. In this case there will 
be more than one Isvara, which is redundant and also 
goes against their own assumption. Even granting all 
this, the origination of the one from the other is un¬ 
thinkable. Being equal in all respects, none of them 
can be the cause of another, for the effect must have 
some feature that is lacking in the cause. Again the 
forms of Visudeva cannot be limited to four only, as 
the whole world from Brahmi down to a clump of 
grass is a form of the Supreme Being. 

II vn II 

Because of contradictions ^ and. 

45. And because of contradictions (the Bhiga- 
vata view is untenable). 

Moreover the theory involves many contradictions. 
Sometimes it speaks of the four forms as qualities of the 
Atman and sometimes as the Atman itself 
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Section III 

In the previous section the inconsistency of the doc¬ 
trines of the various non-Ved^ntic schools has been 
shown and consequently their unreliability has been 
established. A doubt may arise that on account of 
contradiction among the Sruti texts, the doctrine that 
upholds Brahman as the First Cause may also be of the 
same class. To clear such a doubt by harmonizing the 
apparent contradictions in scriptural texts, the next 
two sections are begun. The arguments of the oppo¬ 
nent, who tries to prove the self-contradiction of the 
Sruti texts, are always given first, and then follows the 
refutation. 

Topic 1: Ether is not eternal but created, 

?T II \ II 

•r Not Akasa (as it is) not so stated by 
the Sruti. 

1. Ak^sa (is) not (created), (as it is) not so 
stated by the Sruti. 

To start with, the texts dealing with creation are 
taken up, and Ak^sa (ether) is first dealt with. In the 
Chh4ndogya Upanishad, where the order of creation is 
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given, the text says, “It thought, ‘May I be many, may 
I grow forth.* It sent forth fire*’ (6. 2. 3). Here there is 
no mention of Akiisa being produced by the Sat or 
Brahman. Hence Ak^a has no origin, it is eternal. 

arfer There is g but. 

2. But there is (a Sruti text which states that 
Akiisa is created). 

The opponent in this Sutra anticipates a possible 
objection against his arguments advanced in Sutra 1, 
and explains it away in Sutra 3. The text referred to 
here is, “From that Self (Brahman) sprang Akasa 
(ether)” etc. (Taitt. 2. 1). 


’M, II ^ II 

’fl'ifV Used in a secondary sense ar5n=W?[ on account 
of the impossibility. 

3. (The Sruti text dealing with the origin of 
Akasa) is to be taken in a secondary sense, on 
account of the impossibility (of Ak^sa being 
created). 

The Taittiriya text referred to in the previous Sutra, 
the opponent holds, should be taken in a secondary 
sense, as AkUsa cannot be created. It has no parts and 
hence cannot be created. Moreover, Ak^a is all- 
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pervading, and therefore it can be inferred that it is 
eternal—without origin. 

II V II 

From the Sruti texts also. 

4. Also from the Sruti texts (we find that 
Akasa is eternal). 

In the last Sutra Ak^sa was inferred to be eternal. 
Here the opponent cites a Sruti text to show that it is 
eternal. The text referred to is, “(And the formless are) 
Viyu and Akasa—these are immortal” (Brih. 2. 3. 3). 
Being immortal or eternal, it cannot have a beginning. 

II K II 

Is possible ^ and of the same (word 
‘sprang*) like the word ‘Brahman*. 

5. It is possible that the same word (‘sprang’ 
be used in a primary) and (secondary sense) 
like the word ‘Brahman’. 

The opponent in the Sutra answers a weak point in 
his argument, viz* how can the same word ‘sprang* in 
the Taittiriya text, “From that Self (Brahman) sprang 
Akasa; from Akasa sprang Vayu (air), from air sprang 
fire’* etc. (2. 1), be used in a secondary sense with re¬ 
spect to Aka^a and in the primary sense with respect to 
air, fire, etc. ? He does this by referring to other Sruti 
texts, where the word ‘Brahman’ is so used. “Try to 
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know Brahman by penance, for penance is Brahman,” 
where Brahman is used both in a primary and in a 
secondary sense in the same text; also “Food is 
Brahman” (Taitt. 3. 2.), and “Bliss is Brahman” (Taitt. 
3. 6), where Brahman is used in a secondary and 
primary sense respectively in two complementary texts. 



5rfir3Tr-3r|rrJT: Non-abandonment of proposition 
from non-distinction 5r«^«T: from the Srutis. 

6. The non-abandonment of the proposition 
{viz* by the knowledge of one everything else be¬ 
comes known, can result only) from the non¬ 
distinction (of the entire world from Brahman). 
From the Sruti texts (which declare the non- 
difference of the cause and its effects, this pro¬ 
position is established). 

This Sutra refutes the opponent’s view set forth so far, 
and gives the conclusion. The proposition that from the 
knowledge of one (Brahman) everything else is known, 
can be true only if everything in the world is an effect 
of Brahman. For the Sruti says that the effects are not 
different from their cause, and consequently the cause 
being known, the effects will also be known. If Akasa is 
not created from Brahman, then the proposition in 
question falls through; for after knowing Brahman 
Akisa still remains to be known, on account of its not 
being an effect of Brahman. But if it is created, then 
no such difficulty arises. Hence Ak5sa is created; 
otherwise the authoritativeness of the Vedas would be 
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gone. The Chhandogya text in which Ak^sa is not 
mentioned is accordingly to be interpreted in the light 
of the Taittiriya text; that is, Akasa and Viyu have to 
be inserted, and the text would mean that after creating 
Akisa and V4yu, ‘Tt created fire”. 


g ii \9 ii 

Extending to all effects whatsoever 
g but ft^TFT: separateness as in the world. 


7. But in all effects whatsoever (there is) 
separateness, as (is seen) in the world. 

The word ‘but* refutes the idea that Akisa is not 
created. We see in the world that all created things arc 
different from each other. A pot is different from a piece 
of cloth and so on. In other words, everything which 
has a separateness about it is created. Wc cannot con¬ 
ceive of a thing as separate from others and yet eternal. 
Now Akasa is distinct from earth etc., and hence it 
cannot be eternal, but must be a created thing. It may 
be objected that the Atman also is divided from ether 
and so on and therefore It too is an effect. But that is 
not possible, for all things are created from the Atman, 
which is their Self, and so not separate from them; 
therefore It is not an effect. The all-pervasiveness and 
eternity of Akasa are only relatively true; it is created 
and is an effect of Brahman. 


Topic 2 : Air springs from ether, 

sjtVsTO: II ^ 11 

By this maftwr aii arrenTcT: is explained. 
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^ 8. By this {Le. the foregoing explanation about 
Akasa) (the fact of) air (also being an effect) is 
explained. 

Topic 3: Brahman is not created. 

m.y sprqq#: n n 

There can be no origin g but of the Sat 
(That which is) spjqW: as it does not stand to reason. 

9. But there can be no origin of the Sat (That 
which is i.e. Brahman), as it does not stand to 
reason. 

The question arises whether Braliman also is an 
effect like Akdsa etc. In the Svetasvatara Upanishad 
there occurs the text: “Thou art born with Thy face 
turned to all directions” (Svet. 4, 3), which clearly 
states that Brahman is born. This view is refuted by the 
Sutra, which says that Brahman, which is existence 
itself, cannot be an effect, as It can have no cause. 
“And He has neither parent nor Lord” (Svet. 6. 9). 
Neither can non-existence be such a cause, for the Sruti 
says, “How can existence come out of non-existence ?” 
(Ghh. 6.2.2). Nor is it proper to say that existence 
is its own cause, for the effect must have some 
speciality not possessed by the cause. Brahman is mere 
existence without any distinction. We observe that 
only particulars are produced from the general, as dif¬ 
ferent pots are from clay, and not vice versa. Therefore 
Brahman which is existence in general, cannot be the 
effect of any particular thing. The fact that every cause 
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is itself an effect of some antecedent thing is repudiated 
by the Sruti: “That great, birthless Self is undecaying” 
(Brih. 4. 4. 25), for it leads to a regressus in infinitum. So 
Brahman is not an effect, but is eternal. 

Topic 4: Fire created from air, 
gsn II II 

^5r: Fire SRT: from this ^ so % verily says. 

10. Fire (is produced) from this {i.e. air), so 
verily says (the Sruti). 

“From air (is produced) fire” (Taitt. 2. 1.) shows 
that fire springs from air. Again we have, “That (Brah¬ 
man) created fire” (Chh, 6. 2. 3). These two texts can 
be reconciled by interpreting the Taittiriya text to 
mean the order of sequence; Brahman, after creating 
air, created fire. This Sutra refutes such an ingenious 
explanation and says that fire is produced from V5yu 
or air. This does not contradict the Chhandogya text, 
for it means that as air is a product of Brahman, it is 
from Brahman, which has assumed the form of air, 
that fire is produced. The general proposition that 
everything is created from Brahman requires that all 
things should ultimately be traced to that cause, and 
not that they should be the immediate effects. Hence 
there is no contradiction. 

Topic 5: Water created from fire, 
am: II \\ n 

11. Water (is produced from fire). 
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“From fire is produced water” (Taitt. 2. 1); “That 
created water” (Ghh. 6. 2. 3). These two texts leave no 
doubt that water is created from fire. Here also we must 
understand that from Brahman, conditioned as fire, 
water is produced. 

Topic 6: Earth created from water, 

II II 

Earth because of the 

subject-matter, cclour, and other Sruti texts. 

12. Earth (is meant by the word ‘Anna*) be¬ 
cause of the subject-matter, colour, and other 
Sruti texts. 

“From water earth” (Taitt. 2. 1); “It (water) pro¬ 
duced Anna (lit. Food)” (Chh. 6. 2. 4). The two texts 
are apparently contradictory; for in one water is said 
to produce earth and in another food. The Sutra says 
that ‘Anna’ in the Chhllndogya text means not food, 
but earth. Why ? First on account of the subject-matter 
treated in the section. In “It created fire,” and such 
other texts the Sruti describes the creation of the five 
elements, and so ‘Anna* should refer to an element and 
not food. Again in a complementary passage we have, 
“The black colour in fire is the colour of Anna” (Chh, 
6. 4. 1), where the reference to colour clearly indicates 
that the earth is meant by ‘Anna*. Hence ‘Anna* in the 
passage under discussion means earth, and there is no 
contradiction between the Chh^ndogya and Taittiriya 
texts. Other Sruti texts like, “That which was there as 
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the froth on water was solidified and became this 
earth*’ (Brih. 1. 2. 2), clearly show that from water 
earth is produced. 

Topic 7 : Brahman as the creative principle residing in the 
preceding element is the cause of the subsequent element 

in the order of creation. 

agfir a n q it? g ii ii 

Because of His reflecting only g 
but from His indicatory marks ?r: He. 

13. But because of His reflecting only (are the 
subsequent elements created from the previous 
element in the order of creation; so) He (the 
Supreme Lord is the creator of air etc.). (We 
know this) from His indicatory marks. 

Brahman is described in the Srutis as the creator of 
everything. Again we find in them texts like “From 
Akdsa is produced air” (Taitt. 2. 1), which declare that 
certain elements produce certain effects independently. 
So the opponent holds that there is a contradiction in 
the Sruti texts. This Sutra refutes that objection saying 
that the Lord residing within these elements produces 
after reflection certain effects. Why ? On account of the 
indicatory marks. “He who inhabits the earth.. .and 
who controls the earth from within” etc. (Brih. 3. 7. 3) 
shows that the Supreme Lord is the sole ruler, and 
denies all independence to the elements. Again, “That 
fire thought,.. .that water thought” (Chh. 6. 2. 3-4) 
shows that after reflection these elements produced the 



220 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[2.3.13 

effects. This reflection is impossible for inert elements, 
and so we are to understand that the Lord residing 
within these elements thought and produced the 
effects. Therefore the elements become causes only 
through the agency of the Lord, who abides within 
them. Hence there is no contradiction between the 
two texts cited at the beginning. 

Topic 8\ Reabsorption takes place in the inverse order 

to that of creation, 

^ II II 

>0 • 

In the reverse order g indeed order 
8Rr: from that (the Older of creation) ^ and is 

reasonable. 

14. (At Pralaya the elements are) indeed 
(withdrawn into Brahman) in the reverse order 
from that (of creation); and this is reasonable. 

The question is whether at the time of cosmic dissolu¬ 
tion the elements get withdrawn into Brahman in the 
order of creation, or in the reverse order. The Sutra 
says that it is in the reverse order, for the effect goes 
back to the causal state, as ice, for instance, melts into 
water. Hence each thing is withdrawn into its imme¬ 
diate cause and so on in the reverse order, till Ak4sa 
is reached, which in turn gets merged in Brahman. 

Topic 9: The mention of the mind^ intellect, and organs does 
not interfere with *he order of creation and reabsorption, 
as they are the products of the elements. 
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3RfTT In between ^3rTWT5fV intellect and mind 
in the order owing to indication of that ^ 

if it be said ^ not so 3rft$|qiq on account of non- 
difference. 

15. If it be said that in between (Brahman and 
the elements) the intellect and the mind (are 
mentioned, and therefore that ought to be the 
order in creation and the inverse order in re¬ 
absorption), owing to the indication (in the Sruti 
texts) to that effect (which upsets the order of 
creation of the elements), (we say) not so, on 
account of the non-difference (of the intellect 
and the mind from the elements). 

In the Mundaka Upanishad occurs the following 
text, “From this Self are produced Pr^na, mind, the 
senses, ether, air, fire, water, and earth, the support of 
all” (2. 1.3). An objection is raised that the order of 
creation is as described in this text, which contradicts 
the order of creation of elements described in the 
Chhandogya 6. 2. 3 and other Srutis. This objection is 
here refuted on the ground that the Mundaka text only 
states that all these are produced from the Self, but 
gives no order of creation like the other texts. Again 
the intellect, mind, and organs arc effects of the ele¬ 
ments, and so they can come into existence only after 
the elements are created. On account of this non¬ 
difference of the organs from the elements, their origi- 
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nation and reabsorption are the same as those of the 
elements. That the organs are modifications of the 
elements is proved by Sruti texts like, “For the mind, 
my child, consists of earth, the vital force of water, the 
vocal organ of fire” (Chh. 6.6.5). Therefore the 
Mundaka text does not upset the order of creation 
mentioned elsewhere. 

Topic 10: Birth and death are primarily spoken of the 
body, and metaphorically of the soul, 

II %% II 

Depending on (the bodies) of moving 
and stationary beings g but may be 
mention of that secondary on ac¬ 

count of (those terms) depending on the existence of 
that. 

16. But the mention of that {viz^ birth and 
death of the individual soul) is apt only with 
reference to (the bodies) of moving and stationary 
beings. (With reference to the soul, however,) 
it is secondary, on account of (those terms) 
depending on the existence of that {i.e, body). 

A doubt may arise that the individual soul, too, has 
birth and death, because people use such expressions as 
“Devadatta is born” or “Devadatta is dead”, and be¬ 
cause certain ceremonies are prescribed by the scrip¬ 
tures at the birth and death of people. This Sutra re- 
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futcs such a doubt and says that the individual soul 
has neither birth nor death. These belong not to the 
soul, but to the body with which the soul is connected. 
This connection and disconnection with the body is 
popularly called the birth and death of the soul. More¬ 
over, the Sruti says, “It is the body, which bereft of 
the soul, dies; the soul does not die” (Ghh. 6. 11. 3). 
So birth and death are spoken primarily of the bodies 
of moving and stationary beings, and only metaphori¬ 
cally of the soul. That birth and death mean, respec¬ 
tively the connection and disconnection of the soul with 
the body is proved by such texts as “That man, when 
he is born, or attains body,” etc. (Brih. 4. 3. 8). 

Topic IT. The individual soul is permanent^ 

eternal^ etc. 

JTTcm, ?nWT: II X'a II 

ff Is not (produced) STIcJTT the individual self 
not being (so) mentioned by the scriptures 
being eternal ^ also from them (Srutis). 

17. The individual self is not (produced), 
(for it is) not (so) mentioned by the scriptures; 
also (on account of its) being eternal, (for so it 
is known) from them (tlie Sruti texts). 

At the beginning of creation there was only “One 
Brahman without a second” (Ait. 1.1), and so it is not 
reasonable to say that the individual soul is not born, 
for then there was nothing but Brahman. Again the 
Sruti says: “Just as from a fire tiny sparks fly in all 

19 
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directions, even so from this Atman emanate all Prinas 
(organs), all worlds, all gods, and all the selves” (Biih. 
2.1.20, MUdhyandina recension). So the opponent 
argues that the individual soul is born at the beginning 
of the cycle, just as Akasa and other elements are born. 
This Sutra refutes it and says that the individual soul 
is not born, for there is no statement to that effect in 
the Sruti in the section dealing with creation. On the 
other hand Sruti texts clearly deny such birth to the 
individual soul. “Unborn, eternal” (Kath. 1.2.18); 
“This great birthless Self” (Brih. 4. 4. 25). It is the one 
Brahman without a second that enters the intellect 
and appears as the individual soul (Jiva). “Having 
created it, It entered into it” (Taitt. 2. 6). Hence as 
there is in reality no difference between the individual 
soul and Brahman, the fact of the Jiva’s being non- 
created does not contradict the text, “At the beginning 
there was only the Atman without a second” (Ait. 1.1). 
The creation of souls spoken of in the other texts cited 
is only in a secondary sense. It does not therefore con¬ 
tradict the text, “Having created it. It entered into it.” 

Topic 12: The nature of the individual soul is intelligence. 

sitsci II II 

?r: Intelligence 3RT: for this very reason. 

18. For this very reason [viz- that it is not 
created), (the individual soul is) intelligence 
(itself). 

The Vaiseshikas say that the individual soul is not 
intelligent by nature, for it is not found to be so in the 
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State of deep sleep (Sushupti) or of swoon. It is only 
when the soul comes to the conscious plane and unites 
with the mind that it becomes intelligent. This Sutra 
refutes such a possibility, for it is the intelligent Brah¬ 
man Itself that, being limited by the Upadhis (limiting 
adjuncts), the body etc. manifests as the individual soul. 
Therefore intelligence is its very nature, and is never 
altogether destroyed, not even in the state of deep sleep 
or swoon. “That it does not see in that state is because 
although seeing then, it does not see; for the vision of 
the witness can never be lost, because it is immortal. 
But there is not that second thing separate from it 
which it can see” (Brih. 4. 3. 23). Therefore it is not 
true that its intelligence is lost, for it is impossible. It 
does not in reality lose its power of seeing; it does not 
see only because there is no object to sec. Were intelli¬ 
gence actually non-existent then, who would be there 
to say that it did not exist? How could it be known? 
Moreover, he who says that he did not know anything 
in deep sleep, must have been existent at that time. 
Otherwise how could he remember the condition of 
that state ? Hence the intelligence of the Self is never 
lost under any condition. 

Topic 13: The size of the individual souL 

II II 

Passing out, going, and re- 

turning. 

19. (As the Sruti texts declare the soul’s) 
passing out, going (to other spheres) and return¬ 
ing (thence), (the soul is not infinite in size). 
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From this up to Sutra 32 the question of the size of 
the soul—whether it is atomic, medium-sized or in¬ 
finite—is discussed. We have in the Svetisvatara Upa- 
nishad: “He is the one God.. .all-pervading” (6. 11); 
and again, “This Atman is atomic” (Mu. 3. 1.9). The 
two texts contradict each other and we have to arrive 
at a decision on the point. Sutras 20-28 set forth the 
prima facie view. The opponent says, we find in the 
scriptures texts mentioning the soul’s passing out of 
the body, going to heaven etc., and returning from 
there. This is possible only if the soul is atomic, and not 
infinite or all-pervading; for to an infinite soul there 
can be no going and coming. Therefore the soul is 
atomic. 


II II 

?^Tc*f5fT (Being connected) directly with their agent 
^ and the latter two. 

20. And the latter two (the going and com¬ 
ing) (being connected) directly with their agent 
(the soul), (it is of atomic size). 

Even if the soul is infinite, still it can be spoken of as 
passing out of the body, if by that term is meant ceasing 
to be the ruler of the body. But the two latter activities, 
viz^ the going and coming, are not possible for an entity 
that is all-pervading. So the soul is atomic in size. 

5T, ^d'<|fi=l¥Kig II II 

5T 5n*T: Not atomic as the scriptures state 
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it to be Otherwise ^ if it be said sf not so 

owing to a principle other than the individual 
soul being the subject-matter (in those texts). 

21. If it be said (that the soul is) not atomic, 
as the scriptures state it to be otherwise {i.e. all- 
pervading), (we say) not so, for (the one) other 
than the individual soul {ue. Supreme Brahman) 
is the subject-matter (in those texts). 

Sruti texts like, “He is the one God.. .all-pervading” 
(Svet. 6. 11), refer not to the individual soul, but to the 
Supreme Lord, who is other than the individual soul 
and forms the chief subject-matter of all the Vedanta 
texts; for that is the one thing that is to be known, and 
is therefore propounded by all the Vedanta texts. 

W II II 

From direct statements (of the 
Sruti texts) and infinitesimal measure ^ and. 

22. And on account of direct statements (of 
the Sruti texts as to the atomic size) and in¬ 
finitesimal measure (the soul is atomic). 

“This Atman is atomic” (Mu. 3. 1.9). Again we 
have, “That individual soul is to be known as part of 
the hundredth part of the tip of a hair divided a 
hundred times” (Svet. 5. 9), which shows that the soul 
is smaller than even the smallest. Hence the soul is 
atomic in size. 
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No contradiction like sandal-paste. 

23. There is no contradiction, like sandal- 
paste. 

Even as sandal-paste applied to any particular part 
of the body gives an agreeable sensation all over the 
body, even so the soul, though of atomic size and there¬ 
fore occupying only one part of the body, may experi¬ 
ence happiness and misery extending over the entire 
body. 


5T, % II II 

On account of the particular posi¬ 
tion ‘tcI if it be said ff not so on account 

of the admission in the heart ff indeed. 

24. If it be said that on account of the partic¬ 
ular position (of the sandal-paste in the body 
the analogy is not just), (we say) not so, on 
account of the admission (by the scriptures of a 
special seat for the soul, viz>) in the heart alone. 

A possible objection is raised by the opponent against 
his own view. In the case of the sandal-paste we see that 
it occupies a particular part of the body and yet glad¬ 
dens the whole body. But in the case of the soul we do 
not know that it occupies a particular place, and in the 
absence of that we cannot infer that like the sandal- 
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paste it must occupy a particular portion of the body 
and therefore be atomic. For even an all-pervading 
soul or a soul pervading the whole body like the skin 
can give rise to the same result. So in the absence of any 
proof it is difficult to settle the size of the soul. This 
objection the opponent refutes by saying that such 
Sruti texts as, “The self-effulgent one within the heart” 
(Brih. 4. 3. 7) declare that the soul has a particular 
abode in the body, viz> the heart, and hence it is 
atomic. 


»TTOT II II 

Owing to (its) quality ^TT or as in the 

world. 

25. Or owing to (its) quality {viz- intelligence) 
as in the world. 

This Sutra gives another argument to show how an 
atomic soul can have experience throughout the body. 

In the world we find that a light placed in one corner 
of a room illumines the whole room. So also the soul, 
though atomic and therefore occupying a particular 
portion of the body, may, because of its quality of intel¬ 
ligence, which pervades the whole body, experience 
pleasure and pain throughout the body. 

II II 

The extension beyond (the object ue- 
the soul) like odour. 
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26. The extension (of the quality of intelli¬ 
gence) beyond (the soul^ in which it inheres) is 
like odour (which extends beyond the fragrant 
object). 

We find that the sweet odour of flowers extends 
beyond them to the surrounding region. Even so the 
intelligence of the soul, which is atomic, extends beyond 
the soul and pervades the whole body. 

?n!n ^ II ^V9II 

?T«TT Thus ^ also (the Sruti) shows or 

declarers. 

27. Thus also (the Sruti) declares. 

The Sruti also declares that it is by the quality of 
intelligence that the atomic soul pervades the whole 
body. For instance, it says: “Just so has the intelligent 
self penetrated tliis body up to the very hairs and the 
finger nails” (Kau. 4. 20). 

II II 

Separate on account of the teaching. 

28. On account of the separate teaching (of 
the Sruti) (that the soul so pervades the body 
owing to its quality of intelligence). 

A further argument is given to establish the pro¬ 
position of the last Sutra. The text, “Having by Prajni 
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(intelligence) taken possession of the body” {Kau, 3. 6), 
shows that intelligence is different from the soul, being 
related as instrument and agent, and that with this 
quality the soul pervades the whole body. 

ii ii 

On account of its having for its 
essence the qualities of that ( viz* the Buddhi ) g 
but that declaration (as to its atomic size) 

STRRcT even as the Intelligent Lord (is declared to 
be atomic). 

29. But that declaration (as to the atomic 
size of the soul) is on account of its having for 
its essence the qualities of that {viz* the Buddhi), 
even as the Intelligent Lord (Brahman, which 
is all-pervading, is declared to be atomic). 

The word ‘but* refutes all that has been said in Sutras 
19-28, and decides that the soul is all-pervading, be¬ 
cause the all-pervading Brahman Itself is said to have 
entered the universe as the individual soul, which again 
is staled to be identical with It. How then is the soul 
declared to be atomic? Such declarations arc on ac¬ 
count of its preponderating in the qualities of the 
Buddhi (intellect) so long as it is imagined to be con¬ 
nected with the latter and in bondage. Passing out, 
going, and coming are qualities of the Buddhi and arc 
only imputed to the individual soul. For the same reason 
also, i*e, limitation of the intellect, is the Atman re¬ 
garded as atomic. It is like imagining the all-pervading 
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Lord as limited for the sake of Upisana, devout 
meditation. 

*TRKlr*r*rrf^r^T^ H II II 

So long as the soul (in its relative 
aspect) exists ^ and ^ there is no defect 
because it is so seen (in the scriptures), 

30. And there is no defect (in what has been 
said in the previous Sutra), (as the conjunction 
of the soul with the intellect exists) so long as the 
soul (in its relative aspect) exists: because it is 
so seen (in the scriptures). 

An objection might be raised against what has been 
said in the previous Sutra that since the conjunction of 
the soul and the intellect, which are different entities, 
must necessarily come to an end some time, the soul, 
when so disjoined from the Buddhi, will either cease to 
exist altogether or at least cease to be a Sams^rin (in¬ 
dividualized). This Sutra replies: There can be no such 
defect in the argument of the previous Sutra, for this 
connection with the intellect lasts so long as the souPs 
state of Samsara is not destroyed by the realization of 
supreme Knowledge, How is this known? It is known 
from the declaration of the scriptures that even at death 
this connection is not severed. “This infinite entity that 
is identified with the intellect... Assuming the likeness 
of the intellect it moves between the two worlds, it 
thinks, as it were, it moves, as it were” (Brih. 4. 3. 7). 
The terms “thinks, as it were”, “moves, as it were” 
also mean that the s'*lf does not think and move on its 
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own account, but only through its association with the 
intellect. 

II ?? II 

Like virility etc. g verily its (i.e. 
of the connection with the intellect) existing 

on account of the manifestation being 

possible. 

31. On account of the manifestation (of the 
connection with the intellect in the awakened 
state) being possible only on its existing (poten¬ 
tially in Sushupti), like virility etc. 

An objection is raised that in Sushupti or deep sleep 
there can be no connection with the intellect, for it is 
said, “Then he becomes united with the True, he is 
gone to his own” (Ghh. 6. 8. 1); how then can it be 
said that this connection lasts so long as the individ¬ 
ualized state exists? 

This Sutra refutes it and says that even in Sushupti 
this connection exists in a fine or potential form. But 
for this it could not have become manifest in the awak¬ 
ened state. Virile power becomes manifest in youth 
only if it exists in a potential condition in the child. So 
this connection with the intellect lasts so long as the 
individualized state exists. 

PWfit STSfqsrr II II 

There would result per- 
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petual perception or non-perception limi¬ 

tation of the power of either cf the two 3IT oi else 3RWT 
otherwise. 

32. Otherwise {i,e. if the intellect or mind be 
not accepted) there would result either perpetual 
perception or perpetual non-perception, or else 
the limitation of the power of either of the two 
{viz* the soul or the senses). 

What is the necessity of accepting an internal organ 
(Antahkarana), of which the intellect is only a mode? 
The Sutra says that if it be not accepted, the senses 
being always in contact with their objects, there would 
always result perception of everything, for all the re¬ 
quisites, viz* the soul, the senses, and the objects, are 
present. If, however, this be denied, then it would 
mean that knowledge can never result, and nothing 
would ever be cognized. So the opponent will have to 
accept the limitation of the power cither of the soul or 
of the senses. Such a thing is not possible in the Atman, 
which is changeless. Nor can it be said that the power 
of the senses, which is not impeded either in the pre¬ 
vious moment or in the subsequent moment, is so 
limited in the middle. Hence we have to accept an 
internal organ (Antahkarana), through whose connec¬ 
tion and disconnection perception and non-perception 
take place. The Sruti also refers to a common exper¬ 
ience of ours, ‘T was absent-minded, I did not hear it” 
(Brih. 1. 5. 3). Hence there exists an internal organ, of 
which the intellect is a mode, and it is the connection 
with this that causes the Atman to appear as the in¬ 
dividualized soul, as explained in Sutra 29. 
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Topic 14: The individual soul as agent, 

n II 


JpcTf Agent in order that the scriptures 

may have a meaning. 

33. (The soul is) an agent, on account of 
scriptural (injunctions) having a meaning on 
that ground only. 

The question as regards the size of the soul has been 
settled. Now another characteristic of the soul is taken 
up for discussion. The individual soul is an agent for 
only on that basis do scriptural injunctions like “He 
is to sacrifice” etc. have a sense. In these the Sruti 
enjoins certain acts to be done by the agent and if the 
soul be not an agent these injunctions would become 
meaningless. 


II II 

On account of the Sruti teaching 

wandering about. 

34. And on account of (the Sruti) teaching 
(its) wandering about. 

“It, taking the organs, moves about as it pleases in 
its own body” (Brih, 2. 1. 18). This text which describes 
the wandering of the soul in the dream state clearly 
shows that it is an agent. 
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II II 

35. On account of its taking (the organs). 

The text quoted in the last Sutra also shows that the 
soul in dream state takes the organs with it thereby 
declaring that it is an agent. 

?r II II 

On account of mention ^ also 
in respect of action if it weie not so 
the reference (would have been) of a different kind. 

36. Also on account of (the scriptures) 
mentioning (the soul as an agent) with respect 
to action. If it were not so, the reference (would 
have been) of a different kind. 

“Intelligence performs sacrifices, and it also performs 
all acts” (Taitt. 2. 5). Here by ‘intelligence* the soul is 
meant and not the Buddhi, thereby showing that the 
soul is an agent. If the intention of the Sruti were to 
refer to the Buddhi then it would have used the word 
not in the nominative case, but in the instrumental 
case, as ‘by intelligence*, meaning, through its instru¬ 
mentality, as it has done elsewhere in similar circum¬ 
stances. Vide Kau. 3. 6. 

II ti 

As in the case of perception arffnnf: 

(there is) no rule. 
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37. As in the case of perception, (there is) no 
rule (here also). 

An objection is raised that if the soul were a free 
agent, then it would have performed only what is bene¬ 
ficial to it, and not both good and bad deeds. This 
objection is being refuted. Just as the soul, although it 
is free, perceives both agreeable and disagreeable 
things, so also it does both good and bad deeds. There 
is no rule that it should do only what is good and avoid 
what is bad. 


n II 

38. On account of the reversal of power (of 
the Buddhi, which is inadmissible). 

If the Buddhi, which is an instrument, becomes the 
agent and ceases to function as an instrument, we shall 
have to imagine some other thing as the instrument. 
Hence the dispute is only as regards terms, for in cither 
case an agent different from the instrument has to be 
admitted. 


ii h m 

On account of the impossibility of 

Samadhi ^ and. 

39. And on account of the impossibility of 
Samddhi. 


If the soul is not an agent, then the realization 
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prescribed by texts like, “The Atman is to be realized’* 
(Brih. 2. 4. 5), through Samadhi would be impossible. 
It will not be capable of activities like “hearing, reason¬ 
ing, and meditation” that lead to Samidhi, in which 
state perfect Knowledge dawns. Therefore there will 
be no Liberation for the soul. So it is established that 
the soul alone is the agent, and not the Buddhi. 


Topic 15: The soul is an agent only so long as it is 
connected with the Upddhis, 

Ji«n ^ ii vo ii 


Even as ^ and carpenter is both, 

40. And even as a carpenter is both. 

In the last Sutra the topic about the soul’s being 
an agent is established. Now the question is raised 
whether this agency is its real nature or only a super¬ 
imposition. The Nyaya school holds that it is its very 
nature. This Sutra refutes it and says that it is super¬ 
imposed on the soul and not real. For the Sruti declares, 
“This Atman is non-attached” (Brih. 4. 3. 15). Just as 
a carpenter suffers when he is busy working with his 
tools and is happy when he leaves off work, so does the 
Atman suffer when, through its connection with the 
Buddhi etc., it is active, as in the waking and dream 
states, and is blissful when it ceases to be an agent, as in 
deep sleep. All scriptural injunctions are with reference 
to the conditioned state of the Self. By nature it is 
inactive, and it becomes active only through a connec¬ 
tion with its Up^dhis (adjuncts), the mind etc. The 
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objection that if the soul is not an agent by nature, the 
Sruti injunctions will be meaningless, does not stand, for 
these scriptures do not aim at establishing it, but 
merely refer to an agency already existing as a result 
of ignorance. 

Topic 16 : The soul in its activity is dependent on 

the Lord. 

ii v? ii 

qrTTcJ From the Supreme Lord 5 but that 
(agency) so declares the Sruti. 

41. But (even) that (agency of the soul) is 
from the Supreme Lord; so declares the Sruti. 

The agency of the soul is also due to the Supreme 
Lord. The soul does good and bad deeds, being so 
directed by the Lord. “He makes those whom He will 
raise do good deeds” (Kau. 3. 8 ). It is through His 
grace that the soul attains to Knowledge and becomes 
free. 


f<rsnr?5T-3rT^: Depends on works done 5 but 

on account of the relevancy of 
injunctions and prohibitions etc. 

42. But (the Lord’s making the soul act) 
dep>ends on works done (by it); (thus only 
20 
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would) injunctions and prohibitions etc. be 
relevant. 

This Sutra refutes a possible doubt that since the 
Lord makes some persons do good and others evil, He 
must be cruel and whimsical. It says, that the Lord 
always directs the soul according to its good or bad 
deeds in previous births. And Samsira being without 
beginning, there will always be previous births, with 
actions done in them, for the guidance of the Lord. So 
He cannot be accused of being cruel and whimsical. 
It is thus alone that the scriptural injunctions and prohi¬ 
bitions can have any meaning; for otherwise the Jiva 
will gain nothing by observing these injunctions. 

This does not however mar the independence of the 
Lord, though it may be said that since He depends on 
the acts of the soul, He is not free to do what He likes; 
for a king who presents or punishes His subjects accord¬ 
ing to their acts does not cease to be a sovereign thereby. 


Topic 17: Relation of the individual soul to Brahman, 

3r‘5ft 3rai«n ^ 

II H 

asr*^; Part on account of difference 

being declared otherwise ^ and afftr also arRT- 

being fishermen, knaves, etc. read 

some (S&khAs of the Vedas). 


43. (The soul :s) part (of the Lord) on account 
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of difference (between the two) being declared 
and otherwise also {i,e, as non-different from 
Brahman); for in some (S^khis or recensions 
of the Vedic texts) (Brahman) is spoken of as 
being fishermen, knaves, etc. 

In the last topic it has been shown that the Lord 
rules the soul. This brings us to the question of the 
relation between the two. Is it that of master and 
servant, or as between fire and its sparks? The Sutra 
says that the relation is as between fire and its sparks, 
that is, of whole and part. But then, the soul is not 
actually a part, but a part, as it were—an imagined 
part, for Brahman cannot have any parts. Why then 
should it be taken as a part and not identical with the 
Lord? Because the scriptures declare a difference be¬ 
tween them in texts like, “Knowing It alone one be¬ 
comes a sage” (Brih. 4. 4, 22), “The Atman is to be 
seen” (Brih. 2.4.5). This difference, however, is 
spoken of from the empirical standpoint; from the 
absolute standpoint they are identical. The text, “Brah¬ 
man is the fishermen. Brahman the slaves, Brahman 
the knaves,” etc. shows that even such humble per¬ 
sons as these are in reality Brahman. 

II w II 

From the words of the Mantra ^ also. 

44. Also from the words of the Mantra (it is 
known that the soul is a part of the Lord). 


A further reason is given to show that the soul is a 
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^rt of the Lord. “One foot of it are all these beings*’ 
(Ghh. 3. 12. 6)—^where beings, including souls, arc 
said to be a foot or part of the Lord. 

3rfq II vx. II 

arfr Also ‘sr and it is (so) stated in the Smriti. 

45. And it is also (so) stated in the Smriti. 

“An eternal portion of myself having become a 
living soul” (Gita 15. 7). 


Like light etc. ?r is not like this ^X: 
the Supreme Lord. 

46. The Supreme Lord is not (affected by 
pleasure and pain) like this (individual soul), 
even as light etc. (are not affected by the shape 
of the things they touch). 

If the soul is a part of the Lord, the question may 
arise that the Lord also experiences pleasure and pain 
like the soul, even as a cloth is soiled if its threads are 
soiled. This Sutra refutes it and says that the Lord does 
not experience pleasure and pain like the soul, which 
on account of ignorance identifies itself with the body 
and mind, and thereby partakes of their pleasure and 
pain. Just as the light of the sun, which is all-pervading, 
becomes straight or bent by coming in contact with 
particular objects, ^r as the ether enclosed in ajar seems 
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to move when the jar is moved, or as the sun appears to 
tremble when the water in which it is reflected trembles, 
but in reality none of them undergoes those changes, 
so also is the Lord not affected by pleasure and pain, 
which are experienced by that imagined part of it, the 
individual soul, which is a product of ignorance and is 
limited by the Buddhi etc. 

^ II VV9 II 

The smritis state ^ and. 

47. The Smritis also state (that). 

*‘Of the two, the Supreme Self is said to be eternal 
and devoid of qualities. It is not touched by the fruits 
of actions any more than a lotus leaf is by water. ...” 
Smriti texts like this declare that the Supreme Lord docs 
not experience pleasure and pain. The Srutis too do the 
same. 


^^^» =5 f>-t| | ;i 5 fhrd<ir<citt^ II vc; II 

Injunctions and prohibitions 
on account of the connection with the body 
^ like light etc. 

48. Injunctions and prohibitions (are possible) 
on account of the connection (of the Self) with 
the body; as in the case of light etc. 

Even though the Self is one and indescribable, and 
with reference to it there can be no injunctions and 
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prohibitions, yet as connected with a body, such injunc¬ 
tions and prohibitions are possible. Fire is one; but the 
fire of the funeral pyre is rejected, and that of a sacrifice 
is accepted. Similar is the case with the Atman. 

II Ve II 

Non-extension (beyond its own body) ^ 
and there is no confusion (of results of actions). 

49. And on account of the non-extension (of 
the soul beyond its own body) there is no con¬ 
fusion (of results of actions). 

An objection is raised that on account of the unity 
of the Self there would result a confusion of the results 
of actions; that is, everyone would get the results of the 
actions of everyone else. This Sutra refutes such a possi¬ 
bility; for an individualized soul means the connection 
of the Atman with a particular body, mind, etc., and 
since these are not overlapping, the individual souls 
are different from each other. Hence there is no such 
possibility of confusion. 

lUo II 

arr^nw: A reflection only ^ and. 

50. And (the individual soul is) only a reflec¬ 
tion (of the Supreme Lord). 

According to Vedanta the individual soul is but a 
refiecdon, an imrge, of the Supreme Lord in Its 
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Up^dhi (adjunct), the Antahkarana (inner organ). So 
the reflections of the Lord in different Antahkaranas 
arc different, even as the reflections of the sun in differ¬ 
ent sheets of water are different. Therefore just as the 
trembling of a particular reflection of the sun does not 
cause the other reflections to tremble so also the experi¬ 
encing of happiness and misery by a particular Jiva or 
individualized soul is not shared by other souls. Hence 
there can be no confusion of the results of action. 

II XI II 

There being no fixity about the 

unseen principle. 

51. There being no fixity about the unseen 
principle (there would result that confusion for 
those who believe in many souls, each all-per¬ 
vading) . 

The Sankhyas, the Vaiseshikas and the Naiyayikas 
accept a plurality of souls, each of which is all-pervad¬ 
ing. Under such circumstances there cannot but result 
a confusion of the fruits of action, for each soul is present 
everywhere, in close proximity to whatever causes those 
results in the shape of happiness or misery. Nor can this 
confusion be avoided by introducing the Adrishta or 
unseen principle, which is religious merit and demerit 
acquired by the souls. According to the Sankhyas it 
inheres not in the soul, but in the Pradh^na, which is 
common to all souls, and as such there is nothing to 
fix that a particular Adrishta operates in a particular 
soul. According to the other two schools tlie unseen 
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principle is created by the conjunction of the soul with 
the mind; and since every soul is all-pervading and 
therefore equally connected with all minds, here also 
there is nothing to fix that a particular Adrishta belongs 
to a particular soul. Hence that confusion of results is 
inevitable. 


ii kr ii 

In resolve etc. stPt even ^ and 

like this. 

52. And even as regards resolve etc. (it would 
be) like this. 

If it be maintained that the resolve etc. one makes to 
achieve something or to avoid something will allocate 
the Adrishta to particular souls, even then there will 
be this confusion. For resolve etc. are also formed by 
the conjunction of the soul and the mind. Hence the 
same argument applies here also. 

Sutras 51-53 refute the doctrine of the Sankhyas and 
other schools about the plurality of souls each of which 
is all-pei-vading. It leads to absurdities. 

SI^5Ilf?ra w II 

From (difference of) place 5f5T %r if it be 
said ?r not so on account of the self being 

in all bodies. 


53. Ifitbesaid (that the distinction of pleasure 
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and pain etc. results) from (the difference of) 
place, (we say) not so, on account of the self 
being in all bodies. 

The Naiy^yikas and others try to get over the diffi¬ 
culty shown in the previous Sutra thus: Though each 
soul is all-pervading, yet if we lake its connection with 
the mind to take place in that part of it which is limited 
by its body, then such a confusion is not likely. Even 
this cannot stand; since every soul is all-pervading and 
therefore permeates all bodies, and there is nothing to 
fix that a particular body belongs to a particular soul. 
Again there cannot be more than one all-pervading 
entity; if there were, they would limit each other and 
consequently cease to be all-pervading or infinite. 
Hence there is only one Self and not many. The plural¬ 
ity of selves in Vedinta is only a product of ignorance 
and not a reality. 



CHAPTER II 


Section IV 

In the third section it has been shown that ether and 
the other elements are produced from Brahman, by 
reconciling the apparently contradictory texts of the 
Srutis with respect to their origination. In this section 
the Sutras take up for discussion texts that deal with the 
origination of the senses etc. 

Topic 1: The organs are produced from Brahman. 

5rm: ii \ w 

Likewise smr: the organs. 

1. Likewise the organs (are produced from 
Brahman). 

In the scriptures, in those sections which treat of the 
origin of things, we do not find the origination of the 
organs etc. mentioned. On the other hand there are 
texts like, “This was indeed non-existence in the begin¬ 
ning. They say: What was non-existence in the begin¬ 
ning? Those Rishis... .Who are those Rishis? The 
Prinas (organs) are indeed the Rishis” (Sat. Br. 
6 . 1, 1. 1), which show that the organs are eternal and 
not created. 

This Sutra refute*; that view and says that the organs 
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etc. arc produced just like ether etc, from Brahman. The 
word ‘likewise’ refers not to the immediately preceding 
topic of the last section, which is the plurality of souls, 
but to the creation of ether etc. spoken of in the last 
section. Sruti texts directly declare their origination, 
“From that (Self) are produced the vital force, mind, 
and all the organs” (Mu. 2. 1. 3). Therefore the senses 
are created. 


II ^ II 

Secondary sense being impossible. 

2. On account of the impossibility (of explain¬ 
ing the origination in a) secondary sense. 

Since there are texts like the one quoted from the 
Sat. Br. which speak of the existence of the organs 
before creation, why not explain the texts which 
describe their creation in a secondary sense? This 
Sutra refutes it, for a secondary sense would lead to the 
abandonment of the general assertion, “By the knowl¬ 
edge of one, everything else is known”. Therefore they 
are produced from Brahman. The reference to the 
existence of the Pranas (organs) before creation in Sat. 
Br. is concerning Hiranyagarbha, which is not resolved 
in the partial dissolution of the world, though all other 
effects are resolved. Even Hiranyagarbha is resolved, 
however, in complete dissolution (Mah^pralaya). 


II \ II 

(Rj That first being mentioned ^ and. 
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3. And because that (the verb denoting origin) 
is mentioned first (in connection with the Pr&nas). 

The text referred to is: “From that (Self) are pro¬ 
duced the vital force, mind and all the organs, ether, 
air, water, fire, and earth” (Mu. 2.1.3), Here the 
word ‘produced* occurs at the very beginning of the 
things enumerated, and if it is interpreted in its primary 
sense with respect to ether etc., it is all the more to be 
so interpreted with respect to the vital force, mind, and 
organs mentioned earlier. Thus a further reason is 
given in this Sutra to show that the organs etc. have 
originated from Brahman. 

II V II 

c\ 

?rR: Of the organ of speech (etc.) being 

preceded by them (the elements). 

4, On account of the pre-existence of that 
{viz- the elements) (before) the organ of speech 
(etc.). 

“For truly, my boy, mind consists of earth, the vital 
force of water, the vocal organ of fire” (Chh. 6. 5. 4), 
This text clearly shows that the organs etc. are products 
of the elements, which in their turn spring from Brah¬ 
man. Hence they too are products of Brahman. Being 
products of the elements, they arc not separately 
mentioned in texts dealing with the origin of things. 


Topic 2: The number of the organs, 

II t. II 
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Seven nt: being so known (from the scriptures) 
on account of the specification ^ and. 


5. (The organs are) seven (in number), be¬ 
cause it is so known (from the scriptures) and on 
account of the specification (of those seven). 


The number of the organs is ascertained in this and 
the next Sutra. This Sutra, which gives the view of the 
opponent, declares that there are seven organs. “The 
seven Pranas (organs) spring from It” (Mu. 2, 1. 8). 
These are again specified in another text, “Seven 
indeed are the Pranas (organs) in the head” (Taitt. 
Sam. 5. 1. 7. 1). No doubt in some texts eight or even 
more organs are enumerated, but these arc to be ex¬ 
plained as modifications of the inner organ, and so 
there is no contradiction in the Sruti texts if we take 
the number as seven. 


IK II 

5 ^^; Hands etc. ^ but being a fact aRT: 
therefore ^ not like this. 

6. But hands etc. (are also referred to as 
sense-organs in scriptural texts). Since this is a 
fact, therefore (it is) not like this (Le. they are 
not merely seven in number). 

‘But’ refutes the view of the previous Sutra. “The 
hands are the Graha (organs)” etc. (Brih. 3. 2. 8), Such 
texts show that the hands etc. are additional sense- 
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organs. Therefore to the seven already enumerated, viz^ 
eyes, nose, ears, tongue, touch, speech, and inner organ, 
four others, viz* hands, feet, anus, and the organ of 
generation, have to be added. In all, therefore, there 
are eleven organs. The different modifications of the 
inner organ, viz- mind, intellect, ego, and Ghitta 
(memory), are not separate organs, and therefore can¬ 
not raise the number beyond eleven, which is therefore 
the number fixed. These are: the five organs of knowl¬ 
edge, the five organs of action, and the inner organ. 

Topic 3: The organs are minute in size* 

II VS II 

Minute ^ and. 

7. And (they are) minute. 

The organs are minute. ‘Minute’ does not mean 
atomic, but fine and limited in size. It is because they 
arc subtle that they arc not seen. If they were all-pcr- 
vading then texts which speak of their passing out of the 
body and going and coming along with the soul at 
death and birth would be contradicted. Moreover, we 
do not perceive through the senses what is happening 
throughout the universe, which would be the case if 
they were all-pervading. Hence they arc all subtle and 
limited in size. 

Topic 4: The chief Prana [vital force) also is created 

from Brahman* 

IIIt 
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The chief Pr^na (vital force) ^ and. 

8. And the chief Prana (vital force) (is also 
produced). 

“From this (Self) is produced the vital force” (Mu. 
2. 1.3); again we have, “By Its own law It alone was 
moving without wind (the vital force)” (Rig-Veda 10. 
129. 2). Here the words “was moving” seem to refer to 
the function of the vital force, and so it must have ex¬ 
isted before creation and was therefore not created. 
Hence there appears to be a contradiction with lespect 
to its origination. This Sutra says that even the vital 
force is produced from Brahman. The words “was 
moving” are qualified by ‘without wind’ and so does 
not intimate that the vital force existed before creation. 
It only intimates the Brahman, the Cause, existed before 
creation, as is known from texts like “Existence alone 
was there before this” (Chh. 6. 2. 1). It is called tlie 
‘chief’ because it functions before all other Pranas and 
senses, i,e. from the very moment the child is conceived, 
and also on account of its superior qualities; “We shall 
not be able to live without you” (Brih. 6. 1. 13). 

Topic 5: The chief vital force is different from 
air and sense functions, 

51 II e II 

5T Not air nor function separately 

cn account of its being mentioned. 

9. (The chief Pr&na) is neither air nor any 
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function (of the organs) on account^of its being 
mentioned separately. 

In this Sutra the nature of the chief Prina is discus- 
sed. The opponent holds that there is no separate 
principle called Prina, but that it is only air and 
nothing else, which exists in the mouth as well as out¬ 
side. The Sruti also says, “That vital force is air.** Or 
it may be the combined effect of the functions of all the 
eleven organs. Just as a number of birds in a cage, when 
they move, also move the cage, so also the eleven 
organs functioning together constitute life in the body. 
So the resultant of these functions is Pr^na. This is the 
view of the Sankhyas. Hence there is no separate 
principle called Prana (vital force). 

The Sutra refutes these views and says that Prdna is 
a separate principle, for it is mentioned separately from 
air and the sense functions. “The Prana (vital force) 
indeed is the fourth foot of Brahman. That foot shines 
and warms as the light called air** (Chh. 3. 18. 4), where 
it is distinguished from air. Again, “From that (Self) 
are produced the vital force, mind, and all the organs” 
(Mu. 2.1.3), which shows that it is not a function of any 
organ, for in that case it would not have been separated 
from the organs. The Text, “The vital forceis air,** is 
also correct, inasmuch as the effect is but the cause in 
another form and the vital force is air functioning with¬ 
in the body (Adhy^tma). The analogy ofthe birds in 
a cage is not to the point, for they all have the same 
kind of activity, viz, movement, which is favourable to 
the motion of the cage. But the functions of the organs 
are not of one kind, but different from one another; 
and they arc also of a distinct nature from that of the 
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vital force. Hence they cannot constitute life. There¬ 
fore Pr&na (vital force) is a separate entity. 

t 

?ic?i#i6a5nfenr: 11 n 

Like eyes etc. g but 

on account of (its) being taught with them and other 
reasons. 

10. But (Prana is subordinate to the soul) 
like eyes etc. on account of (its) being taught with 
them and for other reasons. 

If the vital force is a separate entity from the organs, 
which are subordinate to it, then it, like the soul, must 
also be independent in the body. The Sutra refutes this 
and says that the vital force is subordinate to the soul. 
Why ? Because in the conversation of the Pranas which 
we find in the Upanishads it is mentioned along with 
the sense-organs. Now in such grouping only those of a 
class are grouped together. So the vital force, like the 
organs, is subordinate to the soul. The other reasons 
referred to in the Sutra are its being composed of parts, 
its being insentient, and so on. 

^ CRT % II H n 

On account of (its) not being an instru¬ 
ment ^ and not objection ^r«fT because thus 
(Sruti) teaches. 

11. And on account of (its) not being an 
instrument (there is) no objection, because thus 
(the scripture) teaches. 

21 
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If the vital force, like the organs is also subordinate 
to the soul, then it must stand in the relation of an 
instrument to the soul like the organs. But as there aie 
only eleven functions and as many organs already, 
there is no room for a twelfth organ in the absence of a 
twelfth sense-object. This Sutra refutes the above objec¬ 
tion and says that the vital force is not an instrument or 
organ like the eyes etc., for the acceptance of which a 
twelfth sense-object would be necessary; yet it has a 
function in the body which no sense-organ is capable 
of, and that is the upkeep of the body. In the text, “Pre¬ 
serves the unclean nest (of a body) with the help of the 
vital force” (Brih. 4. 3. 12), the vital force is said to 
guard the body. Again, “From whatever limb the 
Priina goes, right there it withers” (Brih. 1.3.19); 
“Whatever food one eats through the Prana satisfies 
these (the organs)” (Brih. 1. 3. 18). All these texts show 
that the function of the vital force (Prana) is the upkeep 
of the body, unlike those of the organs. 

Nor is this the only function of the vital force. There 
are others, too, as the next Sutra declares. 

I) XR II 

Having fivefold function like the 

mind it is taught. 

12. It is taught as having a fivefold function 
like the mind. 

“I alone dividing myself fivefold support this body 
and keep it” (Pr. 2. 3). Fivefold, ue, as Pr^na, Apana, 
Vyina, Ud^na, and Sam^na each of which has a special 
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function, viz- breathing in, exhaling, functioning 
throughout the body and aiding feats of strength, 
helping the soul to pass out of the body, and digesting 
the food eaten and carrying it to all parts of the body. 
In this respect it resembles the inner organ, which 
though one has a fourfold aspect as mind, intellect, 
ego, and Chitta (memory). 

Topic 6: The minuteness of the vital force. 

31^ H \\ W 

snJj: Minute ^ and. 

13. And it is minute. 

The vital force (Prana) is also minute, subtle, and 
limited like the senses. It may be objected that it is all- 
pervading according to the text: “Because he is equal 
to a gnat, equal to a mosquito, equal to an elephant, 
equal to these three worlds, equal to this universe^'* (Brih. 
1. 3. 22). But the all-pervadingncss spoken of here is 
with respect to Hiranyagarbha, the cosmic Pr^na, In 
its universal aspect it is all-pervading; but in relation 
to beings in the world, in its individual aspect with 
which we arc concerned here, it is limited. Hence the 
vital force is also limited. 

Topic 7: The presiding deities of the organs, 

II ii 

53ft%TTf^-3Tf^®5rrf Presiding over by Fire and others 
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g but on account of the scriptures teaching 

that. 

14. But there is the presiding over by Fire and 
others (over the organs), on account of the scrip¬ 
tural teaching about that. 

The dependence or independence of the Pr^na and 
the organs is taken up for discussion: The scriptures 
say that these are presided over by the gods like Fire 
etc., which direct them. For example, “(Fire) having 
become speech entered the mouth” (Ait. 2. 4). The 
organs etc., being inert, cannot move of themselves. 
Hence they are dependent on the presiding deities. 

SIPTOH, 2^550^. II 11 

STTW^dT With the one possessing the Pranas (organs) 
from the scriptures, 

15. (The gods arc not the enjoyers, but the 
soul, because the organs are connected) with the 
one {Le. the soul) possessing them, (as is known) 
from the scriptures. 

This Sutra makes it elear why the soul, and not the 
gods, is the enjoyer in the body. The relation between 
the soul and the organs is that of master and servant, so 
the seriptures declare; hence the enjoyment through the 
organs is of the soul, and not of the gods. “He who 
knows, ‘Let me smell this,’ is the self, the nose is the 
instrument of smelling” (Chh. 8. 12. 4). Moreover, 
there are many gods in the body, each presiding over a 
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particular organ, but there is only one enjoyer. Other¬ 
wise remembrance would be impossible. Hence the 
senses are for the enjoyment of the soul and not the 
gods though they are directed by them. 

^ II II 

Its ^ and on account of permanence, 

16. And on account of its (soul’s) permanence 
(in the body it is the enjoyer, and not the gods). 

The soul abides permanently in the body as the 
expericnccr since it can be affected by good and evil 
and can experience pleasure and pain. It is not reason¬ 
able to think that in a body which is the result of the 
soul’s past actions, others, e.g. the gods, enjoy. The gods 
have glorious positions and would disdain such lowly 
enjoyments as can be had through the human body. 
It is the soul that is the enjoyer. Moreover, the connec¬ 
tion between the organs and the soul is permanent. 
Vide Sruti text, “When it departs, the vital force 
follows; when the vital force departs, all other organs 
follow” (Brih, 4. 4. 2). The soul is the master, and is 
therefore the enjoyer, in spite of the fact that there are 
presiding deities over the senses. 


Topic 8\ The organs are independent principles and 
not modes of the chief Prana, 





II ?V9 II 


% They organs being so desig- 

nated except the chief. 
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17. They (the other Pr4nas) except the chief 
(Pr^na) are organs (and so different from the 
chief Prana), on account of (their) being so 
designated (by the scriptures). 

The question is raised whether the eyes etc. are but 
modes of the vital force or independent entities. The 
opponent holds the former view since the scripture 
says, “ ‘This is the greatest amongst us (the organs).... 
Well, let us all be of liis form’. They all assumed its 
form. Therefore they are called by this name of 
‘Prana’ ” (Brih. 1. 5. 21). The Sutra refutes this and 
says that the eleven organs belong to a separate cate¬ 
gory, and are not modes of the vital force, because they 
are shown to be different in texts like: “From Him are 
born, the vital force, mind, and all organs” (Mu. 
2.1.3), where the vital force and the organs are 
separately mentioned. The text of the Brihadaranyaka 
is to be taken in a secondary sense. 

II II 

18. On account of differentiating scriptural 
texts. 

In Brih. 1. 3. the organs are treated first in one sec¬ 
tion, and after concluding it the vital force is treated 
in a fresh section, which shows that they do not belong 
to the same categoiy. Hence also the organs are inde¬ 
pendent principles, and not modes of the vital force. 

ll UII 

On account of characteristic differences 

^ and. 
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19. And on account of characteristic differ¬ 
ences. 

Various diffeiences in their nature are described in 
the scripture. For example, the organs do not function 
in deep sleep, whereas the vital force does. The organs 
get tired, but not the vital foice. The loss of individual 
organs does not affect life, but the passing out of the 
vital force ends in the death of the body. The Sruti 
which speaks of the organs being called Prana for their 
having assumed its form is to be taken in a secondary 
sense, meaning that the organs follow the vital force 
even as the servants do their master. The vital force is 
the leader of the organs. Therefore the organs are 
independent principles. 

Topic 9: The evolution of names and forms is the work of 
the Lord and not of the individual soul. 

II II 

The creation of name and form g 
but by Him who does the tripartite (creation) 

on account of scriptural teaching. 

20. But the creation of names and forms is 
by Him who does the tripartite (creation), for 
so the scriptures teach. 

A question is raised whether the individual soul or 
the Supreme Lord fashions gross objects of name and 
form after the three elements have been created by the 
Lord. In the Chhindogya 6. 2. we have the creation of 
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the elements by the Lord. The next section says: “That 
Deity thought, ‘Well, let me now enter those three 
deities (fire, earth, and water) as (lit. through) this 
living self (Jiva) and reveal names and forms’ ” (Chh. 
6. 3. 2). On the basis of this text the opponent holds 
that the fashioning of names and forms, that is, the 
creation of the gross world after the elements have been 
created, belongs to the individual soul and not to the 
Lord, This Sutra refutes it and says that the word 
‘Jiva’ in the text is syntactically related with ‘entrance’ 
and not with the revealing of names and forms. The 
individual soul has not the power to create the gross 
world. Moreover, the next sentence of that passage, 
“Then that Deity having said, ‘Let me make each of 
these three (elements) tripartite’ ” etc. (Chh. 6. 3. 3), 
clearly shows that the Supreme Lord alone reveals 
names and forms, and creates the gross elements and 
this world. How then is the production of pots etc. by 
a potter to be explained? There also the Lord is the 
inner director. It is the Lord who resides in everything 
and directs the whole creation. 

II 'HI II 

Flesh etc. are effects of earth 
according to the scriptures of the other two 

‘sr also. 

21. Flesh etc. result from earth, according to 
the scriptures. So also as regards the other two 
{viz* fire and water). 

Tripartite earth, when assimilated by man, forms 
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flesh etc. “The earth (food) wheu eaten becomes three¬ 
fold, ... its middle portion becomes flesh, and its finest 
portion mind” (Chh. 6. 5 1). So also we have to under¬ 
stand the effects of the other two elements according 
to the scriptures. Water produces blood. Prana, etc., 
and fire produces bone, marrow and the organ of 
speech. 





II II 


On account of the preponderance ^ but 
that special name. 


22. But on account of the preponderance (of 
a particular element in them the gross elements) 
are so named (after it). 

An objection is raised, if all the gross elements con¬ 
tain the three fine elements, then why such distinctions 
as “This is water,” “This is earth,” “This is fire” ? The 
Sutra refutes this objection saying that as the fine 
elements arc not found in equal proportion in each of 
the gross elements, they are named after that fine 
element which preponderates in their constitution. 
The repetition of “that special name” is to show that 
the chapter ends here. 



CHAPTER III 


Section I 

In the second chapter all objections based on the 
Sruti and reasoning against the Vedantic view have 
been refuted. It has been shown that all other views 
are incorrect, and that the so-called scriptural contra¬ 
dictions do not exist with respect to the Vedantic view. 
Further, it has been shown that all entities different 
from the soul (like Prana etc ) spring from Brahman 
and for the enjoyment of the soul. In this chapter the 
souPs travels to the different regions accompanied by 
those adjuncts are discussed to produce a spirit of 
dispassion. 

Topic 1: The soul, when passing out of the body at death, is 
enveloped with fine particles of the gross elements. 

ii ? ii 

With a view to obtaining a fresh body 
goes enveloped (with subtle parts of 

the elements) (so it is known) from the 

question and answer. 

1. (The soul) goes (out of the body) enveloped 
(with subtle parts of the elements) with a view to 
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obtaining a fresh body; (so it is known) from the 
question and answer (in the scripture). 


The Sutra discusses whether in transmigration the 
soul takes with it subtle parts of the gross elements as 
the seed, as it were, for the future body. The opponent 
holds that it does not take them, for it is useless, be¬ 
cause the elements are easily available everywhere. 
Moreover, in the absence of a definite opinion to the 
contrary in the scriptures, we have to understand that 
the soul does not take subtle parts of the elements with 
it. This Sutra refutes that view and says that the soul 
does take with it subtle parts of the elements; that this 
is a fact is known from the question and answer that 
occurs in the scriptures. “Do you know why in the fifth 
oblation water is called man?” (Chh. 5. 3. 3). This is 
the question, and the answer is given in the whole 
passage which, after explaining how the five oblations 
in the form, of Sraddha (liquid oblations in subtle 
form). Soma, rain, food, and seed are offered in the 
five ‘fires* {Le, objects imagined to be fires for the sake 
of Upasana)—the heavens, Parjanya (rain-god), eaith, 
man, and woman—ends, “For this reason is water 
in the fifth oblation called man.” From this we undei- 
stand that the soul goes enveloped with water (same as 
Sraddha). Moreover, though the elements are available 
everywhere, yet the seeds for a future body are not so 
easily available. Again the adjuncts of the individual 
soul, viz* the organs etc. which go with it {Vide Brih. 
4. 4. 2) cannot accompany it unless there is a material 
basis. 


II ^ II 
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On account of (water) consisting of 
three elements ^ but on account of the pre¬ 

ponderance (of water). 

2. On account of (water) consisting of three 
elements (the soul goes enveloped by all these 
elements and not merely water); but (water 
alone is mentioned in the text) on account of its 
preponderance (in the human body). 

An objection is raised that the text mentions only 
water, and not the other elements as accompanying the 
soul. The Sutra says that in water are found the other 
two elements also according to the tripartite creation 
of the gross elements. Hence all the three elements 
accompany the soul. The mention of water is indicatory 
and includes all the elements. With mere water no body 
can be formed. But as the watery portion in the body is 
preponderant, water only is mentioned in the text, 

srr>Fi^sr li ^ ii 

Because of the going of the sense-organs ^ 

and. 

3. And because of the going of the organs 
(with the soul, the elements also accompany the 
soul). 

“When it departs, the vital force follows. When 
the vital force departs, all the organs follow” (Brih. 
4.4. 2). Since the organs go with the soul, they must 
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have a material base; hence also it is inferred that water 
and other elements follow the soul, thus forming a 
basis for the organs. 



% ff, II V II 


Entering into fire etc. from the 
scriptures if it be said ^ not so on 

account of its being so said in a secondary sense. 


4. If it be said (that the organs do not follow 
the soul), for the scriptures declare their entering 
into fire etc., (we say) not so, on account of its 
being so said in a secondary sense. 

“When the vocal organ of a man who dies is merged 
in the fire, the nose in the air,” etc. (Brih. 3. 2. 13). This 
text shows that at the time of death the organs are 
resolved into their presiding deities, and hence it can¬ 
not be said that they accompany the soul. This Sutra 
refutes that view and says that such interpretations 
would go against many texts which declare that they 
do accompany the soul, as, for example: “When it 
departs, the vital force follows; when the vital force 
departs, all the organs follow” (Brih. 4. 4, 2). Hence 
the text cited must be interpreted in a secondary sense 
like the words, “The hair on the body in the herbs” 
(Brih. 3. 2. 13). 


fr, m f|, il n li 

sr«I% In the first of the oblations not being 

mentioned ^1% ^ if it be said H not so that 
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only {ue. water) because on account of the 

appropriateness. 

5. If it be objected on account of (water) not 
being mentioned in the first of the oblations, 
(we say) not so, because that {viz^ water) only 
(is meant by the word ‘Sraddha’) on account of 
the appropriateness (of such an interpretation). 

An objection is raised that as there is no mention of 
water in the first oblation: “On that altar the gods 
offer Sraddha as oblation” (Ghh. 5. 4. 2), but only 
Sraddha (faith) is mentioned, to substitute water for 
Sraddha will be arbitrary. So how can it be ascertained 
“that in the fifth oblation water is called man?” The 
Sutra says that by ‘Sraddha’ water is meant, for in that 
case alone syntactical unity of the whole passage re¬ 
mains undisturbed. Otherwise the question and answer 
would not agree. Moreover, faith (Sraddha), which is 
a mental attribute, cannot be offered as an oblation. 
Water is also called Sraddha in the Sruti texts: “Srad¬ 
dha indeed is water” (Taitt. Sam. 1. 6. 8. 1). 

ii % ii 

O 

On account of not being mentioned in 
the Sruti ^ if it be said ST not so the 

performers of sacrifices etc. being understood. 

6. If it be said that on account of (the soul) 
not being mentioned in the text (the soul does 
not depart enveloped with water etc.), (we say) 
not so, for it is understood (from the scriptures) 
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that the Jivas who perform sacrifices etc. (alone 
go to heaven). 

An objection is raised that in the Chhandogya text 
cited (5. 3. 3), there is mention of water only but no 
reference to the soul; and it is explained how this water 
becomes man. So how can it be taken that the soul 
departs enveloped with water and then is born again 
as man? This Sutra refutes it and says that if we ex¬ 
amine all the scriptural texts like, “But they who 
being in the village practise sacrifices and works of 
public utility and give alms, go to the (deity of) smoke 
.. .to the moon” (Ghh. 5. 10. 3-4), which describe the 
journey to the moon, we find that only the Jivas who 
perform such good acts go to heaven, and that in so 
doing they go enveloped with water, which is supplied 
by the materials like curds etc. that are offered as 
oblations in sacrifices; these assume a subtle form called 
Apurva and attach themselves to the sacrificer. 

VTFRf OTT IIV9 II 

In a secondary sense ^ but on 

account of their (souls) not knowing the Self so 
1^ because (Sruti) declares. 

7. But (the souls’ being the food of the gods in 
heaven is used) in a secondary sense, on account 
of their not knowing the Self; because (the Sruti) 
declares like that. 


In the scriptures it is stated that those who go to 
heaven become the food of the gods; so how could they 
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be enjoying the fruits of their good actions in heaven? 
“That is Soma, the king. He is the food of the gods. 
They eat him” (Ghh. 5. 10. 4). This Sutra says that the 
word ‘food’ is used not in a primary sense, but meta¬ 
phorically, meaning an object of enjoyment. Other¬ 
wise, if this is the fate of souls who go to heaven, texts 
like, “Those who want to go to heaven shall perform 
sacrifices” are meaningless. Therefore what the text 
means is that they are objects of enjoyment to the gods 
even as wives, children, and cattle are to men. Thus 
the Jivas, while giving enjoyment to the gods, are 
happy, and rejoice with them in their turn. That they 
are objects of enjoyment to the gods is known from texts 
like: “While he who worships another deity.. .He is 
like a beast to the gods. And as many beasts serve a 
man, so does every man serve the gods” (Brih. 1.4. 10). 

Therefore it is decided that the soul goes enveloped 
with subtle parts of the elements when it goes to other 
spheres for enjoying the fruits of its good Karma. 

Topic 2 : The souls descending from heaven have a residual 
Karma, which determines their birth, 

^ 11II 

On the exhaustion of (good) work 
possessed of residual Karma as is known 

from the Sruti and Smriti as (it) went 

differently ^ and. 

8. On the exhaustion of (good) work (the 
soul) with the residual Karma (descends to this 
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earth), as is known from the Sruti and Smriti, 
along the path (it) went by (from here) and 
differently too. 


A fresh topic is taken up for discussion—the descent 
of the soul from heaven. The question is raised whether 
it descends with any residual Karma or not. The 
opponent holds that there is no residual Karma, for 
Sruti says: “Having dwelt there till their work is con¬ 
sumed, they return again the way they went by” etc. 
(Chh. 5. 10. 5), which means that all their Karma is 
exhausted and there is nothing left. Moreover, it is 
reasonable to think that Karma done in one life (as 
man) is worked out in the next as god. 


The Sutra, refuting this view, says that what is 
exhausted in heaven is only that Karma which gave the 
soul a birth as god in heaven, but on the exhaustion of 
this Karma the remaining Karma, good and bad, 
brings it back to earth. Otherwise it is difficult to ex¬ 
plain the happiness or misery of a newborn child. 
Neither is it possible that in one life the entire Karma of 
the previous life is worked out. For a man might have 
done both good work like sacrifices, as a result of which 
he is born as a god, and bad work, which can be worked 
out in an animal body; and the working out of both 
kinds of Karma simultaneously in one birth is impos¬ 
sible. So though by the enjoyment of heaven the lesult 
of good work like sacrifices etc. is exhausted, there are 
other Karmas in store according to which a man is 
bom again in good or bad environments. The Sruti 
says, “Those whose conduct has been good will quickly 
attain some good birth” etc. (Ghh. 5. 10. 7). The 
22 
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Smriti also says, “With the remainder of their Karma 
they are born in a noteworthy place, caste, and family, 
with becoming appearance, longevity, knowledge, 
wealth, happiness, and intellect.” So the soul is born 
with residual Karma. By what way does it descend? 
Following the same way that it went by, but with some 
difference. That they follow the same way as they went 
by, is understood from the mention of smoke and ether 
in the path [Vide Chh. 5. 10. 5), and that there is some 
difference too is known from the fact that the text 
omits night etc. {Vide Chh. 5. 10. 3), but mist etc. are 
mentioned {Vide Chh. 5. 10. 6). 

ST, wsqf- 

ftrPT: II«. II 

On account of conduct if it be said 

not so to denote indirecdy ^ thus 

fsrf^r (the sage) Karshnajini (thinks). 

9. If it be said that on account of conduct 
(the assumption of residual Karma is not neces¬ 
sary for a rebirth on earth), (we say) not so, (for 
the word ‘conduct* is used) to denote indirectly 
(the remaining Karma). So (thinks) Kirshn^jini. 

In the text cited (Chh. 5. 10. 7) the Sruti says those 
of ‘good conduct’ get a good birth. Now conduct is one 
thing, and residual Karma quite another thing, even 
according to the Siuti {Vide Brih. 4.4.5). Since the 
Sruti does not mention residual Karma, the soul is 
not bom with any Karma, conduct alone being the 
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cause of good birth. This is the main objection. This 
the Sutra refutes and says that ‘conduct’ here is used to 
denote good Karma. It is a case of Ajahat Lakshan^, 
conduct standing for Karma which is dependent on 
good conduct. This is the view of the sage Kirshnajini. 


armwfirfe li ?o it 

STPT'Jw’I Irrelevancy if it be said sf not so 

on account of dependence on that. 

10. If it be said (by such interpretation of the 
word ‘conduct’ good conduct would become) 
purposeless, (we say) not so, on account of 
(Karma) being dependent on that (good con¬ 
duct) . 

An objection is raised that if the word ‘conduct’ be 
interpreted indirectly to mean ‘residual Karma’, 
leaving its direct meaning, then good conduct would 
be purposeless in man’s life, as it has no result of its 
own, not being a cause of the quality of the new birth. 
The Sutra denies this on the ground that only those 
who are of good conduct are expected to perform 
Vedic sacrifices. “Him who is devoid of good conduct 
the Vedas do not purify.” Thus good conduct is an aid 
to Karma and therefore has a purpose. So it is the view 
of Karshnajini that it is Karma and not conduct that 
is the cause of the new birth. 

I II n II 

Good and evil work merely ^ thus 
^ but Bddari. 
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11, But (conduct) is merely good and evil 
work; thus (the sage) Badari (thinks). 

This Sutra says that as a matter of fact there is no 
difference between conduct and Karma in common 
parlance, for people say of a person who performs 
sacrifices etc. “That man practises righteousness,” 
showing thereby that ‘conduct’ is used in the general 
sense of action. Thus ‘men of good conduct’ means 
those whose actions (Karma) are praiseworthy. 

Therefore it is settled that those who go to heaven 
performing sacrifices have residual Karma as the 
cause of a new birth on earth. 


Topic 3 : The fate after death of those souls whose actions 
do not entitle them to go to the lunar world. 

^ 11 II 

3Tfil^rc{<^»rr<yriq Of those who do not perform sacri¬ 
fices etc. srfi" even also is declared by the Sruti. 

12. The Sruti declares (the going to the lunar 
world etc.) also of even those who do not per¬ 
form sacrifices etc. 


Now the question of those who do not perform sacri¬ 
fices etc. is taken up for discussion. The opponent holds 
that even they go to heaven, though they may not 
enjoy there like the performers of sacrifices etc., because 
they too require the fifth oblation for a new birth, 
and also because the scriptures directly say that all go 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


275 


3.1.14] 

to heaven: “All who depart from this world go to the 
moon” (Kau. 1.2). 

?5HTcr II ?? II 

In the abode of Yama ^ but having 
experienced of others (than the performers of 

sacrifices etc.) the ascent and descent 

such a passage being declared by the Sruti. 

13. But of others {i.e, those who have not per¬ 
formed sacrifices etc.) the ascent is to the abode 
of Yama, and after having experienced (the 
result of their evil works) the descent (to the 
earth again takes place). On account of such a 
passage (for the evil-doer) being declared by the 
Sruti. 

This Sutra refutes the view of the last Sutra and says 
that evil-doers go not to heaven, but to the world of 
Yama, where they suffer and then descend again to 
earth. “The hereafter never rises before an ignorant 
person... thus he falls again and again under my 
sway” (Kath. 1. 2. 6). The ascent to the moon is only 
for the enjoyment of the fruits of good works and not 
for any other purpose; so the evil-doers do not go there. 

II II 

The Smritis declare ^ also. 
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14. The Smritis also declare (thus). 

Manu and others say that the evil-doers go to hell 
and suffer there. 


SfPr 11 

arPr ^ Moreover seven. 

15. Moreover there arc seven (hells). 

There are seven hells mentioned in the Puranas, to 
which the evil-doers are cast to expiate their sins 
through suffering. 

^ II 1%, II 

There arPT even ^ and on account 

of his control there is no contradiction. 

16. And on account of his (Yama’s) control 
even there (in those hells), there is no contra¬ 
diction. 

An objection is raised that since according to the 
Sruti the evil-doers suffer at the hands of Yama how is 
this possible in the hell called Raurava, where Ghitra- 
gupta is the presiding deity. The Sutra says that there 
is no contradiction, as Ghitragupta is directed by Yama. 

Pi^iq>i5«rir<% g afdwisi II II 

Of knowledge and work ^ thus g but 
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on account of their being the subject under 
discussion. 

17. But (the reference is to the two roads) of 
knowledge and work; thus (we have to under¬ 
stand) on account of their being the subject 
under discussion. 

“Now those who go along neither of these ways 
become those tiny, continually rotating creatures of 
which it may be said, ‘Be born and die’. This is the 
third place. That is why that world (heaven) never 
becomes full” (Chh. 5. 10. 8). The two ways mentioned 
in this text we have to take as referring to those of knowl¬ 
edge and work, on account of these being the subject 
under discussion. Knowledge and work are the means 
to go along the Devayana and Pitriyana routes. For 
those who are not entitled to go through knowledge 
along the Devayana, the route leading to the gods, or 
through sacrifices etc. to the Pitriyana, the route lead¬ 
ing to the fathers, the Sruti declares a third place, 
distinct from the Brahmaloka and the Ghandraloka. 
That the evil-doers, who form a separate group, go to 
this third place, and not to heaven, is made all the 
more explicit by the words, “That is why that world 
(heaven) never becomes full” (Chh. 5. 10. 8). The 
word ‘but’ refutes a possible doubt arising from a text 
belonging to another Sakh^, vide Kau. 1.2. So the 
Kaushitaki text which says that all go to the sphere of 
the moon, means all those who have performed good 
Karma of whatever kind, and does not include evil¬ 
doers. 


^ II II 
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5T Not in the third so it being seen, 

18. (The specification about five oblations 
does) not (apply) to the third (place), for so it is 
seen (from the scriptures). 

It has been said in Chh. 5. 3. 3, which is quoted in 
the first Sutra of this section, that the Jiva attains a 
new birth after five oblations. So at least for getting a 
new body the evil-doer will have to go to the moon, to 
complete the five oblations that cause the new birth. 
This Sutra says that the rule about the five oblations 
docs not apply in the case of evil-doers, for they are 
bom irrespective of the oblations, because the Sruti 
says, “ ‘Be born and die.’ This is the third place.” 
That rule applies only to the performers of sacrifices 
etc. 


^ II u II 

Are recorded arfq’ also ^ and in the 

world. 

19. And moreover (cases of birth without the 
completion of the five oblations) are recorded in 
the world. 

A further argument is given to show that the five 
oblations are not absolutely necessary for a future 
birth, and hence the evil-doers need not go to heaven 
just for conforming to this rule. For in cases like that 
of Drona, who had no mother, and of Dhrishtadyumna, 
who had neither father nor mother, the last two obla- 
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tions respectively were absent. Hence the rule about 
the five oblations is not universal, but applies only to 
those who perform sacrifices, 

II Ro \\ 

^JTTcT On account of observation ^ also. 

20. Also on account of observation. 

That this rule about the five oblations is not universal 
is also seen from the fact that of the four kinds of life, 
viviparous, oviparous, life springing from moisture, and 
plant life, the last two are born without any mating 
and consequently there is not the fifth oblation in their 
case. 


II 11 

Inclusion in the third term 
of that which springs from moisture. 

21. The third term {Le, plant life) includes 
that which springs from moisture. 

There are four kinds of organic beings as described 
in the last Sutra. But the Chhandogya Upanishad 
6. 3. 1 mentions only three kinds. This Sutra says that 
it makes no difference for that which springs from 
moisture is included in plant life (Udbhid), since they 
both germinate, one from the earth and the other 
from water etc. 

Hence it is a settled fact that the evil-doers do not go 
to heaven but only those who perform sacrifices. 
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Topic 4 : The soul in its descent from the moon does 
not become identified with ether etc, but attains 
similarity of nature. 

wra: II II 

^cf-^rT^rrszr-srrrr^: Attainment of a similarity of 
nature with them being reasonable. 

22. (The soul when descending from Chandra- 
loka) attains similarity of nature with them {Le. 
with ether, air, etc.), (that alone) being reason¬ 
able. 

It has been said that the righteous who descend from 
the moon descend by the same path as they ascended 
by, but with some differences. “They return again that 
way as they came by, to the ether, from the ether to the 
air; the sacrificer having become air, becomes smoke,” 
etc. (Ghh. 5. 10. 5). Now the question is whether the 
souls of such persons actually attain identity with ether, 
smoke, etc., or only attain a similar nature. The Sutra 
says that the souls do not attain identity with them, for 
it is impossible. A thing cannot become another of a 
different nature. What the text means, therefore, is 
that it attains similarity of nature—becomes like ether, 
air, etc. The soul assumes a subtle form like ether, 
comes under the influence of air and is connected with 
smoke, etc. Therefore similarity of nature and not 
identity is meant. 


Topic 5 : The entire descent of the soul takes only 

a short time. 
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H Not 3rfirf%^<Jr in very long time on account 

of the special declaration. 

23. (The soul’s descent from the moon through 
the various stages up to the earth takes) not very 
long time, on account of a special declaration (of 
the Srutis with respect to the stages after that as 
taking time). 

The question is raised whether the descending soul, 
when it attains similarity of nature with ether, air, etc., 
remains in those stages pretty long, or attains the next 
stages quickly one after another. This Sutra says that 
it passes through them quickly. “Then he is born as 
rice and corn, herbs and trees, sesamum and beans. 
From thence the escape is beset with many more diffi¬ 
culties” (Ghh. 5. 10. 6). Thus the stages after coming 
down on earth through rain the Sruti particularly 
characterizes as hard to escape from, thereby hinting 
that the escape from the earlier stages is easy and 
attained quickly. 

Topic 6: When the souls enter into plants etc. they only get 
connected with them and do not participate in their life. 

arfwncT ii ii 

Into what is ruled by another 
as in the previous cases srfwr^ for so the Sruti states, 

24. (The descending soul enters) into what is 
ruled by another (Jiva or soul) as in the previous 
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ca^s [viz> becoming ether etc.); for so the Sruti 
states. 

A view is put forward that the soul’s passage through 
the stages of corn etc. is not a mere connection with 
them, as in the earlier stages with ether etc., but that 
it is actually born in the form of corn etc. For the Sruti 
says, “Then he is born as rice” etc. (Ghh. 5. 10. 6). 
It also seems reasonable that those who fall from 
heaven after having exhausted their good deeds should 
be born as herbs, plants, etc., owing to their bad 
Karma such as the killing of animals that remains. 

So the word ‘born’ is to be taken literally. The Sutra 
refutes this view and says that the word ‘born’ implies 
mere connection with corn, herbs, etc., which are 
animated by other souls actually born as such. For in 
these stages there is no reference to their Karma, even 
as in the earlier stages of ether etc. They enter these 
plants etc. independently of their Karma, and while 
there, they do not experience the fruits at all. Where 
birth in the primary sense takes place and experience 
of the fruits of action begins, it is made clear by a ref¬ 
erence to Karma, as in, “Those whose conduct has 
been good will quickly attain a good birth” (Ghh. 
5. 10. 7). Therefore the descending souls only dwell, 
as it were, in plants etc. animated by other souls till 
they get the opportunity for a new birth. 

11 RV. It 

Unholy ^ 51 if it be said ^ not so 

on account of scriptural authority. 
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25. If it be said (that sacrifices, which entail 
the killing of animals etc.) are unholy, (we say) 
not so, on account of scriptural authority. 


This Sutra refutes the point raised by the opponent 
in the previous Sutra that the descending soul is envel¬ 
oped by its bad Karma such as the killing of animals 
in sacrifices and so is born as herbs etc. The killing of 
animals etc. in sacrifices does not entail any bad Karma 
for the person, for it is sanctioned by the scriptures. 

II II 

Connection with one who performs 
the act of generation apT then. 


26. Then (the soul gets) connected with him 
who performs the act of generation. 

“For whoever eats food and performs the act of 
generation, (the soul) becomes one with him” (Ghh. 
5. 10. 6). Here the soul’s becoming literally identical 
with the person is impossible, and we have to under¬ 
stand that it gets connected with him. This further 
proves that the soul’s becoming plants etc. in the im¬ 
mediately preceding stages is also mere connection with 
them and not actual birth as such. 


II II 

From the womb body. 

27. From the womb a (new) body (results). 
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Finally the actual birth of the soul is referred to in 
this Sutra. Till now it was only a connection with the 
successive stages, but now through its connection with a 
person performing the act of generation the soul enters 
the woman and there gets a new body fit for experienc¬ 
ing the results of its past residual Karma. 



CHAPTER III 


Section II 

In the last section the passage of the soul to different 
spheres and its return have been explained. There are 
people who get disgusted with Karma or sacrifices 
leading to such a fate of the soul and become dispas¬ 
sionate. In order to make them grasp the true import 
of the Mahavakyas or the great Vedic dicta; this 
section sets itself to elucidate the true nature of ‘That’ 
and ‘thou’ contained in the Mah^-v^kya, “That thou 
art”. In the last section the waking state of the soul 
(the ‘thou’) has been fully described. Now its dream 
state is taken up for discussion, to show that the soul is 
self-luminous. In this way the three states of the soul, 
viz^ waking, dream, and deep sleep, will be shown to 
be merely illusory, and thus the consequent identity of 
the Jiva and Brahman will be established. 

Topic 1: The soul in the dream state, 

II ? II 

In the intermediate stage (between waking 
and deep sleep, i.e. in the dream state) (there is 
real) creation (Sruti) says so because. 

1. In the intermediate stage (between waking 
and deep sleep, there is a real) creation, because 
(the Sruti) says so. 
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The question is raised whether the creation which 
one experiences in the dream state is as real as this 
world of ours, or merely May^, false, as compared with 
this waking world. This Sutra, which gives the view of 
the opponent, holds that it is just as real, for the Sruti 
declares, “There are no chariots, nor horses to be 
yoked to them, nor roads there, but he himself creates 
the chariots, horses, and roads. For he is the agent” 
(Brih. 4. 3. 10). Moreover, we do not find any differ¬ 
ence between the experience of the waking state and 
that of the dream state. A meal taken in dream has the 
effect of giving satisfaction even ajs in the waking state. 
Therefore the creation of the dream state is real and 
springs from the Lord Himself, even as He creates 
ether etc. 


ii ^ ii 

Creator xf and it% some (the followers of 
particular Sakhas of the Vedas) sons etc. ^ 

and. 

2. And some (Sakhas or recensions) (state the 
Self or the Supreme Lord to be) the creator (of 
objects of desires while we are asleep) and 
(objects of desires there stand for) sons etc. 

A further argument is given by the opponent that the 
creation even in dreams is by the Lord Himself. “He 
who is awake in us shaping objects of desire while we 
are asleep... that is Brahman” (Kath. 2.5.8). Sons 
etc. are the objects of desire that He creates. So, as in 
the case of the waking state, even in dreams the Lord 
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Himself creates, and hence the world of dreams is 
also real. Therefore the dream world is not false but 
real like this Vy^vahirika (phenomenal) world of 
ours. 


HRWiq* li ^ II 

qTJTT^rr^ Mere illusion g but in toto arrff^- 

on account of its nature not being manifest. 

3. But (the dream world is) mere illusion, on 
account of its nature not being manifest with the 
totality (of attributes of the waking state). 

‘But’ discards the view expressed by the two previous 
Sutras. The nature of the dream world does not agree 
in toto with that of the waking world with respect to 
time, place, cause, and non-contradiction, and as such 
that world is not real like the waking world. There can 
be no appropriate time, place or cause in the dream 
state. Inside the body, there is not enough space for 
objects like chariots, horses, etc., and in a dream the 
soul does not leave the body; for if it did, then one who 
dreams of having gone to America would find himself 
there on waking wliile he went to sleep in India. Nor 
is the midnight proper time for an eclipse of the sun 
seen in a dream, nor can we conceive a child’s getting 
children in a dream to be real. Moreover, even in 
dreams we see objects seen being transformed, as for 
example, when we see a tree turn into a mountain. 
“He himself creates the chariots etc.” (Brih. 4. 3. 10), 
only means that objects which have no reality appear 
to exist in dreams just as silver does in a mother-of-pearl. 

23 
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The argument that the dream world is real because it is 
also a creation of the Supreme Lord, like this waking 
world, is not true, for the dream world is not the crea¬ 
tion of the Lord but of the individual soul. “When he 
dreams... himself puts the body aside and himself 
creates (a dream body in its place)” (Brih, 4. 3. 9). 
This text clearly proves that it is the Jiva that creates 
in dreams and not the Lord. 

5^, ^ ii v ii 

Omen but for from the Sruti 
say ^ also experts in dream-reading. 

4. But (though the dream-world is an illusion) 
yet it serves as an omen, for (so we find) in the 
Sruti, (and) expert dream-readers also say (thus). 

Lest it be thought that because the dream-world is 
an illusion, even the results indicated by dreams are to 
be so regarded, this Sutra says that these dreams are 
yet capable of forecasting events or good and bad 
fortune. The tiling indicated by these dreams is real, 
though the dreams themselves are um'eal, even as the 
appearance of silver in a mother-of-pearl, though false, 
produces joy in us, which is real. The Sruti also says so: 
“If in this dream he sees a woman, let him know this 
to be a sign that his sacrifice has succeeded” (Ghh. 
5. 2. 8). 


II K II 
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qrrfifTSJTRRJ By meditation on the Supreme Lord 
g but that which is covered (by ignorance) 

from Him (the Lord) f| for of the soul 
bondage and its opposite, i.e, freedom. 

5. But by meditation on the Supreme Lord, 
that which is covered (by ignorance, mz. the 
similarity of the Lord and soul, becomes mani¬ 
fest) ; for from Him (the Lord) are its (the soul’s) 
bondage and freedom. 

It has been shown that the dream-world is false. 
But an objection is raised against it. The individual 
soul is but a part of the Supreme Soul and therefore 
shares Its power of knowledge and rulership even as a 
spark and fire have alike the power of burning. As such 
it must also be able to create at will like the Lord. This 
Sutra refutes it and says that that rulership is covered 
by ignorance in the Jiva state and gets manifested only 
when in the state of meditation on the Lord this 
ignorance is destroyed by the knowledge ‘I am Brah¬ 
man’. “When that god is known all fetters fall off.... 
From meditating on him there arises, on the dissolu¬ 
tion of the body, the third state, that of universal 
Lordship” (Svet. 1. 11). Till then the Jiva cannot 
create at will anything real. Moreover, this does not 
come to man spontaneously, since the bondage and 
freedom of the individual soul come from the Lord. 
That is to say, ignorance of His true nature causes 
bondage, and the knowledge of it results in freedom. 


w % II 
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From its connection with the body m 
and ^r: that (the covering of its rulership) srpT also. 

6. And that (the covering of the souFs ruler- 
ship) also (results) from its connection with the 
body. 

A cause for this covering up of the soul’s rulership 
is given; and that is its connection with the body etc. 
Because of these limiting adjuncts, the result of nesci¬ 
ence, its knowledge and rulership remain hidden, and 
this lasts so long as it erroneously thinks itself as the 
body etc. Hence though the soul is not different from 
the Lord, its powers remain hidden. 

Topic 2: The soul in dreamless sleep. 

Now the state of deep sleep or Sushupti is taken up 
for discussion. 

3nrJ?f?T II's II 

cf^-3niTR: Absence of that (dreaming), in other 
words Sushupti 5fr^ in the nerves ^ and in 

the Self as it is known from the Sruti. 

7. The absence of that (dreaming, i,e, dream¬ 
less sleep takes place) in the nerves and in the 
Self, as it is known from the Sruti. 

In different texts Sushupti (deep sleep) is said to take 
place under differe it conditions. “And when a man is 
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asleep.. .so that he sees no dreams, then he has entered 
into those nerves (Nadis)” (Ghh. 8.6.3); “Through 
them he moves forth and rests in the pericardium, Le. 
in the region of the heart’’ (Brih. 2. 1. 19); “When this 
being full of consciousness is asleep.. .lies in the ether 
i,e, the real Self which is in the heart” (Brih. 2. 1. 17). 
Now the question arises whether Sushupti takes place 
in any one of these places, Le, whether these are to be 
taken as alternatives or whether they are to be taken as 
standing in mutual relation so as to refer to one place 
only. The opponent holds that as all the words standing 
for the places enumerated are in the same case, viz* the 
locative case, in the texts, they are co-ordinate and 
therefore alternatives. If mutual relation was meant, 
then different case-endings would be used by the Sruti. 
This Sutra says that they arc to be taken as standing 
in mutual relation denoting the same place. 

There is no alternative here, for by allowing option 
between two Vedic statements we lessen the authority 
of the Veda, since the adoption of either alternative 
sublates for the time being the authority of the other 
alternative. Moreover, the same case is used where 
things serve different purposes and have to be com¬ 
bined, as, for example, when we say, “He sleeps in the 
palace, he sleeps on a couch,” where we have to com¬ 
bine the two locatives into one as “He sleeps on a couch 
in the palace.” Similarly here the different texts have 
to be combined, meaning that the soul goes through 
the nerves to the region of the heart and there rests in 
Brahman. 

It may be questioned why, then, in deep sleep we do 
not experience the relation of supporter and that which 
is supported with respect to Brahman and the Jiva. It 
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is because the individual soul covered with ignorance 
is lost in Brahman even as a pot of water in a lake and 
so has no separate existence. “He becomes united with 
the True, he is gone to his own (Self)” (Chh. 6. 8. 1). 
Moreover, in the following text the three places are 
mentioned together, “In these the person is when sleep¬ 
ing he sees no dreams. Then he becomes one with the 
Prana (Brahman) alone” (Kau. 4. 19). Hence Brahman 
is the soul’s place of rest in deep sleep. 

3m: smktswm, ii ii 

3R!: Hence sr^: awakening aTOTcT from this. 

8. Hence the awakening from this {i.e. Brah¬ 
man). 

“In the same manner, my son, all these creatures, 
when they have come back from the True” know not 
that they have come back from the True’ (Chh. 
6. 10. 2). In this text the Sruti slates that when the 
Jiva returns after deep sleep to the waking state, it 
returns from the True or Brahman, thereby showing 
that in Sushupti Jiva is merged in Brahman and not in 
the nerves Hit4 etc. But as it is covered by ignorance it 
does not realize its identity with Brahman in Sushupti. 

Topic 3: The selfsame soul returns from Sushupti. 

?H][^ g, II5. II 

^ The selfsame soul ^ but 
on account of Karma, memory, scriptural authority, 
and precept. 
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9. But the selfsame soul (returns from Brahman 
after Sushupti) on account of work, memory, 
scriptural authority, and precept. 


A question is raised here that just as when a drop 
of water has merged in the ocean it is difficult to pick it 
out again, so also when the Jiva has merged in Brah¬ 
man it is difficult to say that the selfsame Jiva arises 
from It after Sushupti. So we have to take that some 
soul arises after Sushupti from Brahman. There can be 
no rule that the same soul arises from It. The Sutra 
refutes this and says that the selfsame soul comes back 
after Sushupti for the following reasons: (1) What has 
been partly done by a person before going to sleep, we 
find him finisliing after he wakes up. If it were not the 
same soul, then the latter would have no interest in 
finishing what has been partly done by another. (2) 
From our experience of identity of personality before 
and after sleep. (3) Fromourmemory of past events. (4) 
From scriptural authority as in texts like, “Whatever 
these creatures are here, whether a tiger, or a lion, 
or a wolf, or a boar... that they become again” (Chh. 
6. 9. 3), we find that the selfsame soul returns from 
Brahman after Sushupti. (5) If the person who goes to 
sleep and he who rises after it be different, then scrip¬ 
tural precepts either as regards work or knowl¬ 
edge would be meaningless. For if a person can attain 
identity for ever with Brahman by merely going to 
sleep, then scriptural instruction would be useless to 
attain liberation. 

Therefore it is the selfsame soul that rises from 
Brahman after Sushupti. The case of the drop of water 
is not quite analogous, for a drop of water merges in the 
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ocean without any adjuncts and so is lost for ever; but 
the Jiva merges in Brahman with its adjuncts. So the 
identical Jiva rises again from Brahman owing to its 
Karma and ignorance, which do not allow it to be lost 
in Brahman irrevocably. 

Topic 4: The nature of a swoon, 

qf#sn^ II \o n 

In a swoon partial attainment of the 

State of deep sleep as the only alternative left. 

10. In a swoon (there is the) partial attain¬ 
ment of the state of deep sleep, as that is the only 
alternative left. 

The question of swoon is taken up for discussion. 
There are only three states of a soul wliilc living in the 
body—^waking, dream, and deep sleep. Its fourth state 
is death. The condition of swoon cannot come in as a 
fifth state, as no such state is known. So what is it? 
Is it a separate state of the soul, or is it but one of these 
states? It cannot be waking or dream, for there is no 
consciousness or experience of anything. It is not deep 
sleep, for that gives happiness, which swoon does not. 
Nor is it death, for the soul returns to life. So the only 
alternative left is that in a swoon the soul partially 
attains the state of deep sleep, insmuch as there is no 
consciousness in that state and it returns to life, and 
partially that of death, as is seen from the souFs experi¬ 
ence of misery and pain in that state resulting in dis¬ 
torted face and limbs. It is a separate state, though it 
happens occasionaIl>, and the reason why it is not con- 
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sidered a fifth state is because it is a mixture of the 
other two states. 

Topic 5: The nature of the Supreme Brahman, 

The preceding four topics deal with the nature of 
‘thou’ or the apparent self. By proving that the crea¬ 
tion in dreams is false, it has been shown that though 
the Jiva appears apparently to enjoy happiness and 
misery, yet in reality it is unattached. By its mergence 
in Brahman in deep sleep that detachment has been 
firmly established. By saying that the selfsame Jiva re¬ 
turns from sleep the doubt as to its non-permanency 
has been refuted. By a reference to swoon it has 
been explained that though all expressions of life are 
extinct in that state still the Jiva is there, and hence 
one can be sure that even after death the soul continues 
to exist. Thus it has been shown that the soul is self- 
luminous, of the nature of consciousness, having 
pleasure in itself only, and beyond the various states. 
Having described the nature of ‘thou’, the nature of 
‘That* is taken up for discussion in the succeeding 
Sutras. 

^ % II n >1 

rf Not from (difference of) place STf^T even 

of Brahman twofold characteristic 

because throughout (the scriptures teach otherwise). 

11. Even from (difference of) place a twofold 
characteristic cannot (be predicated) of Brahman, 
because throughout (the scriptures teach It to be 
otherwise i,e, without any qualities). 
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In the scriptures we find two kinds of description 
about Brahman. Some texts describe It as qualified and 
some as unqualified. “From whom all activities, all 
desires, all odours, and all tastes proceed” (Chh. 3. 14. 
2) speak of attributes; again “It is neither gross nor 
minute, neither short nor long, neither redness nor 
moisture” etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 8). Are we to take that both 
are true of Brahman according as It is or is not con¬ 
nected with adjuncts, or have we to take only one of 
them as true and the other as false, and if so, which, 
and on what grounds ? The Sutra says that both cannot 
be predicated of one and the same Brahman, for it is 
against experience. One and the same thing cannot 
have two contradictory natures at the same time. Nor 
does the mere connection of a thing with another 
change its nature, even as the redness of a flower re¬ 
flected in a crystal does not change the nature of the 
crystal, which is colourless. The imputation of redness 
is due to ignorance and not real. Neither can a thing 
change its real nature: it means destruction. Even so in 
the case of Brahman, Its connection with adjuncts like 
earth etc. is a product of nescience. Hence between the 
two aspects of Brahman we have to accept that which is 
attributeless as Its true nature, for tliroughout the 
scriptures wc find Brahman so described to the ex¬ 
clusion of Its qualified aspects, “It is without sound, 
without touch, form, and decay” etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 15). 
The other description of Brahman is only for the sake 
of Upasan^ and is not Its real nature. 

ff II Vi II 

5T Not so )n account of difference (being 
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taught in the scriptures) ^ if it be said ^ not so 
with respect to each because of the 

declaration of the opposite of that. 

12. If it be said (that it is) not so on account of 
difference (being taught in the scriptures), (we 
reply) not so, because with respect to each (such 
form) the Sruti declares the opposite of that. 

We find that the scripture declares Brahman as 
having different forms in different Vidyas or medita¬ 
tions. In some It is described as having four feet, in 
some as of sixteen digits (Kalas) or again as having for 
Its body the three worlds and being called Vaisvanara, 
and so on. So we have to understand on scriptural 
authority that Brahman is also qualified. This Sutra re¬ 
futes it and says that every such form due to Upadhi 
is denied of Brahman in texts like, “The shining, im¬ 
mortal being who is in this earth, and the shining, 
immortal, corporeal being in the body are but the 
Self” (Brih. 2. 5. 1). Such texts show that in all Up^dliis 
like earth etc. the same Self is present, and hence there 
is only non-difference, oneness. It is not true that the 
Vedas inculcate the connection of Brahman with 
various forms. With regard to what we take as differ¬ 
ent, the Sruti explains at every instance that the form 
is not true, and that in reality there is only one formless 
principle. 


3rfq 11 ?? 11 

arfir ^ Moreover thus some. 
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13. Moreover some (teach) thus. 

Some Sakh^s (recensions) of the Vedas directly 
teach that the manifoldness is not true, by passing 
strictures on those who see difference. “He goes from 
death to death, who sees difference, as it were, in It” 
(Kath. 1. 4. 11); also Brih. 4. 4. 19. 

% drily II II 

Formless only verily on 

account of that being the main purport. 

14. Verily Brahman is only formless on account 
of that being the main purport (of all texts about 
Brahman). 

Brahman is only formless for all the texts that aim at 
teaching Brahman describe It as formless. If Brahman 
be understood to have a form, then texts which describe 
It as formless would become purportless, and such a 
contingency with respect to the scriptures is unimagin¬ 
able, for the scriptures throughout have a purport. On 
the other hand, texts dealing with qualified Brahman 
seek not to establish It, but rather to enjoin meditations 
on Brahman. Therefore Brahman is formless. 

il+I^N-^WywiT< II II 

Like light ^ and not being pur¬ 

portless. 

15. And like light (taking form in connection 
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with bodies having form, Brahman takes form in 
connection with Upidhis), because (texts ascrib¬ 
ing form to Brahman) are not purportless. 

If Brahman is formless, what about the texts which 
describe It as having form? Are they superfluous? If 
Brahman is without form then all Upasanas of the 
Brahman with form would be futile, for how can tlie 
worship of such a false Brahman lead to Brahmaloka 
and other spheres? This Sutra explains that they are 
not without a purpose. Just as light, which has no 
form, appears to be great or small according to the 
aperture through which it enters a room and yet has 
the virtue of removing the darkness in the room, even 
so the formless Brahman appears to have a form, as 
being limited by adjuncts like earth etc; and the worship 
of such an illusory Brahman can help one to attain 
Brahmaloka etc., which are also illusory from the 
absolute standpoint. Hence these texts are not al¬ 
together purportless. This, however, does not contra¬ 
dict the position already established, viz^ that Brah¬ 
man, though connected with limiting adjuncts, is not 
dual in character, because the efiects of these cannot 
constitute attributes of a substance, and moreover 
these limiting adjuncts are all due to Nescience. 

3n? ^ II \\ II 

STTf Declares ^ and that {Le, intelligence) 

only. 

16. And (the scripture) declares (that Brah¬ 
man is) that {i,e. intelligence) only. 
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Now what is the nature of that formless Brahman? 
“As a lump of salt is without interior or exterior, entire, 
and purely salt in taste, even so is the Self without 
interior or exterior, entire, and Pure Intelligence alone” 
(Brih. 4. 5. 13). It is mere intelligence, self-effulgent, 
homogeneous, and without attributes. 

=5r, spsft srfq II II 

(Scripture) shows ^ also spsft thus arfq also 
(it is) stated by the Smritis. 

17. (The scripture) also shows (this, and) thus 
also (is it) stated by the Smritis. 

That Brahman is without any attributes is also 
proved by the fact that the Sruli teaches about It by 
denyiitg all characteristics to It. “Now therefore the 
description (of Brahman): ‘Not this, not this.’ Because 
there is no other and more appropriate description 
than this ‘Not this’ ” (Brih. 2. 3. 6), If Brahman had 
form, then it would be established by such texts, and 
there would be no necessity to deny everything and 
say ‘Not this, not this’. So also the Smritis teach about 
Brahman: “The Highest Brahman without either begin¬ 
ning or end, which cannot be said either to be or not to 
to be” (Giti 13. 12); “It is unmanifest, unthinkable, 
and without modification, thus is It spoken of” (Git^ 
2. 25). 

II tF II 

aicri’f Therefore ^ also comparison 
like the images of the sun etc. 
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18. Therefore also (with respect to Brahman 
we have) comparisons like the images of the sun 
etc. 

That Brahman is formless is further established from 
the similes used with respect to it. Since this Brahman 
is mere intelligence, homogeneous, and formless, and 
everything else is denied in It, therefore we find that the 
scriptures explain the fact of Its having forms by saying 
that they are like reflections in water of the one sun, 
meaning thereby that these forms are unreal, being 
due only to limiting adjuncts. 

^ II II 

Like water not being experienced 

^ but fT no similarity. 

19. But (there is) no similarity (in the case of 
Brahman, any second thing) not being experi¬ 
enced like water. 

An objection is raised that the comparison of the 
last Sutra is not correct. In the case of the sun, which 
has a form, water, which is different and at a distance 
from it, catches its image; but Brahman is formless 
and all-pervading, and there can be nothing else differ¬ 
ent and at a distance from It, to serve as an Up^dhi, 
that can catch Its reflection. So the comparison is 
defective. 

Participating in the increase and 
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decrease on account of its being inside 

on account of the similarity in the two cases 

thus. 

4 

20. On account of Bralpian being inside (Its 
adjuncts) (It appears) tQ participate in their 
increase and decrease. On account of this similar¬ 
ity in the two cases (mentioned in Sutra 18) it is 
thus the comparison is not defective). 

The comparison with the reflection of the sun is to be 
taken not on all fours but only with respect to a partic¬ 
ular feature. Just as the reflected sun is distorted, 
trembles, or varies in size as the water shakes, expands, 
or contracts, while the real sun remains unchanged; so 
also Brahman participates, as it were, in the attributes 
of the Upadhis; it grows with them, decreases with 
them, suffers with them, and so on, but not in reality. 
Hence on account of this similarity in the two cases the 
comparison is not defective. 

II W 

On account of scriptural instruction ^ and. 

21. And on account of scriptural instruction. 

The scripture also teaches that Brahman enters into 
the body and other limiting adjuncts. “He made 
bodies with two feet and bodies with four feet. That 
Supreme Being first entered the bodies as a bird. He 
on acount of his dwelling in all bodies is called the 
Purusha” (Brih. 2. 5. 18). Thus also the comparison 
in Sutra 18 is not defective. 
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Therefore it is established that Brahman is formless, 
of the nature of intelligence, and homogeneous—^with¬ 
out any difference. 

Topic 6: *J^ot this^ not this* jp Brik, 2.3.6, denies the gross and 
subtle forms of Brahman ^iven in Brih. 2.3.1. and not 

Brahman Itself 

?Rit ^ H ii 

What has been mentioned up to this 
denies than that something more 91^1% 
says ^ and. 

22. What has been mentioned up to this is 
denied (by the words ‘Not this, not this’), and 
(the Sruti) says something more than that (after¬ 
wards) . 

“Brahman has but two forms—^gross and subtle, 
mortal and immortal, limited and unlimited. Sat 
(defined) and Tyat (undefined)” (Brih. 2. 3. 1). Thus 
describing the two forms of Brahman, the gross, con¬ 
sisting of earth, water, and fire, and the subtle, consist¬ 
ing of air and ether, the Sruti says finally, “Now there¬ 
fore the description (of Brahman): ‘Not this, not this’ 
etc. (Brih. 2. 3. 6). Now the question is whether the 
double denial in ‘Not this, not this’ negates both the 
world and Brahman, or only one of them. The oppo¬ 
nent holds that both are denied, and consequently 
Brahman, which is false, cannot be the substratum 
for a world, which is also false. In other words, it leads 
us to Sunyav&da, the theory of Void. If one only is 
24 
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denied it is proper that Brahman is denied, for It is not 
seen and therefore Its existence is doubtful, and not the 
world, since we experience it. The Sutra refutes this 
view and says that what has been described till now, 
viz. the two forms of Brahman, gross and subtle, is 
denied by the words ‘Not tfiis, not this,* the double 
mention of these words of denial applying to the two 
forms of Brahman. The word ‘Iti* refers to what has 
been mentioned immediately before, i,e, the two forms 
of Brahman, the subject-matter of the discussion, and 
therefore cannot refer to Brahman Itself, which is not 
the main topic of the preceding texts. Moreover, after 
denying the world the Sruti says something more than 
tliat about Brahman, viz. ‘The Truth of truth’ meaning 
thereby that Brahman alone is the one reality that 
exists and is the substratum of the world, which is 
illusory. Nor is it reasonable to suppose that the Sruti, 
professing to teach about Biahman, will deny it. It is 
the Truth of truth, i.e. the reality behind ‘Sat*, or earth, 
water, and fire, and ‘Tyat* or air and ether, the definite 
and indefinite forms in nature. There is no contradic¬ 
tion to perception in this denial of the world, for it 
denies only the transcendental reality of the world and 
not its Vy^vaharika or phenomenal reality, which 
remains intact. The objection, viz- that Brahman is 
not experienced, and therefore it is Brahman that is 
denied, is baseless; for the object of the Sruti is to teach 
about something which is not ordinarily experienced 
by us; otherwise its teaching would be redundant. 

3nf ^ II 

^ That (Brahman) is not manifest 

(so the scripture; says for. 
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23. That fBrahman) is not manifest, for (so 
the scripture) says. 

If Brahman exists, then why is It not perceived? 
The Sruti says that Brahman is unmanifest on account 
of our being covered with ignorance. Therefore It is 
not perceived by us: “He is not apprehended by the 
eye, nor by the other senses, nor by penance” etc. 
(Mu. 3. 1. 8). 

stPt ^ ii R'n ii 

arfr ^ And moreover in perfect meditation 

(It is experienced) from the Sruti and 

Smriti. 

24. And moreover (Brahman is experienced) 
in perfect meditation, (as we know) from the 
Sruti and Smriti. 

If Brahman is not manifest to us, then we can never 
know It, and therefore there will be no Freedom. This 
Sutra says that Brahman is not known only to those 
whose heart is not purified, but those who are purified 
realize It in the state of Samadhi when ignorance is 
destroyed. That this is so is known from the Sruti: 
“Some wise man, however, with his eyes turned 
inside and wishing for immortality saw the Self within” 
(Kath. 2. 4. 1); also Mu. 3. 1, 8. The Smriti also says 
the same thing: “He who is seen as Light by the Yogins 
meditating on Him sleeplessly, with suspended breath, 
contented minds, and subdued senses” etc. 
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5r^«r ^fir, li ?x w 

5ROTTf?^ Like light etc. ^ and 3r5'?Nf (there is) no 
difference STTOT: Brahman ^ also in work 
on account of repeated mention (in the Sruti). 

25. And as in the case of light etc. there is no 
difference, (so) also between Brahman (and its 
manifestation) in activity; on account of the 
repeated instruction (of the Sruti to that effect). 

The nature of the Jiva and Brahman has been de¬ 
scribed. Now their identity is being explained. 

If according to the last Sutra Brahman is the object 
of meditation and the Jiva is the meditator, it means 
that there is duality, and not the unity of Brahman. 
This Sutra explains it. Even as between the sun and its 
reflection in water etc. there is in reality no difference, 
the image being unreal, so also the one Brahman mani¬ 
fests as many in the limiting adjuncts of activity like 
meditation etc. Through ignorance the meditating self 
thinks it is different from Brahman; but in reality it is 
identical with Brahman. That it is so is known from 
repeated instruction of the Sruti in texts like, “That 
thou art,” ‘T am Brahman,” which deny difference. 

3m> 3ni%r, ?pn ii ii 

31^: Therefore with the Infinite thus 

for (the scripture) indicates. 

26. Therefore (the individual Soul becomes 
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one) with the Infinite; for thus (the scripture) 
indicates. 

The Jiva attains identity with Brahman on the dawn¬ 
ing of Knowledge, when ignorance with all its limiting 
adjuncts disappears. “He who knows that Supreme 
Brahman becomes Brahman Itself” (Mu. 3. 2. 9). If 
the difference were real, then one could not become 
Brahman Itself. Knowledge may destroy ignorance, but 
not what is real. Now, since the Jiva becomes Brahman, 
its individuality was not real, and hence it was destroyed 
by Knowledge, leaving only Brahman. So the differ¬ 
ence is unreal, the identity real. 

II II 

On account of both being taught ^ but 
like that between a serpent and its coils. 

27. But on account of both [i.e, difference and 
non-difference) being taught (by the Sruti) (the 
relation of the Jiva and Brahman is to be taken) 
like that between a serpent and its coils. 

Having established the identity of the Jiva and 
Brahman, the author proceeds to elucidate it further by 
examining the theory of difference and non-difference. 
In the scriptures we find also texts like, “Two birds of 
beautiful plumage” etc. (Mu. 3. 1. 1), which speak of 
difference between the Jiva and Brahman. So we have 
to understand that the difference between them prior to 
Liberation is real, though when it is destroyed by 
Knowledge they attain identity. Hence we have to take 
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that their relation is one of difference and non-differ¬ 
ence, as between a serpent and its coils. As a snake it is 
one but if we look at the coils, hood, etc, there is 
difference. Similarly between the Jiva and Brahman 
there is difference as well as non-difference. 

SRnWSnraST, II II 

Like light and its substratum ^ or 
on account of both being luminous. 

28. Or like (the relation of) light and its 
substratum, on account of both being luminous. 

Another example is given to establish the theory of 
difference and non-difference. The relation between 
the Jiva and Brahman may be taken to be like that 
between light and its orb. Both being luminous are non- 
different; yet on account of their varying extensity they 
are spoken of as different. So is the relation between the 
Jiva and Brahman one of difference and non-difference, 
the one being limited and the other all-pervading. 

II II 

As before ^ or. 

29. Or (the relation between the two, Le. Jiva 
and Brahman) is as given before. 

Having given in the two previous Sutras the view 
of Bhedibhedavauins, the upholders of difference and 
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non-difference, this Sutra refutes it and establishes as 
the final truth what has been stated in Sutra 25, viz, 
that the difference is merely illusory and non-difference 
is the reality. For if the difference is also real, it can 
never cease to be, and all the instruction of the Sruti 
with respect to Liberation will be useless, for bondage is 
nothing but this idea of separateness, and if this is real, 
there can be no Liberation at all. But if the difference 
is due to ignorance, then Knowledge can destroy it 
and the reality, the non-difference may be realized. 
So the views given in Sutra 27 and 28, which later on 
were developed by Kum^rila and Bh5,skara, are not 
correct, and the view given in Sutra 25 alone is correct. 

Slf^^STTS^ 11 II 
On account of the denial ‘sr and. 

,30. And on account of the denial. 

From the Sruti texts like, “There is no other witness 
but He” (Brih. 3. 7. 23), which deny that there exists 
any other intelligent being apart from Brahman, and 
from the denial of the world by, “Not this, not this,” it 
follows that there is no other entity but Brahman. 
Therefore there is only one Brahman without any 
difference whatsoever. 

Topic 7\ Brahman is one without a second, and expressions 
which apparently imply something else as existing are only 

metaphorical. 
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TOJ Greater 3Rr: than this (Brahman) 

, on account of terms denoting a bank, 

measure, connection, and difference. 


31. (There is something) superior to this 
(Brahman), on account of terms denoting a 
bank, measure, connection, and difference (used 
with respect to It). 

To say that there is nothing except Brahman is 
objectionable, for we find that there is something 
besides Brahman on account of its being designated as 
a bank separating things other than Itself in texts like, 
“That self is a bank, a boundary” etc. (Chh. 8. 4. L); 
as having size and therefore limited in texts like, “That 
Brahman has four feet” (Chh. 3. 18. 2.)—^it is well 
known that whatever is limited is limited by some other 
object; as being connected with other objects: “The 
embodied self when embraced by the Supreme Self” 
(Brih. 4. 3. 21), which shows that there is something 
else than Brahman; and as being different: “The 
Atman is to be seen,” thereby hinting a seer and seen. 
All these show that Brahman is not one without a 
second. 


II II 

g But on account of similarity. 

32. But (Brahman is called a bank) on account 
of similarity. 

‘But’ refutes the position taken in the previous Sutra. 
There can exist nothing different from Brahman. It is 
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called a bank, not because there exists something 
beyond It, as in the case of a bank, but on account'of ^ 
similarity. The similarity is this: Just as a bank keeps 
back water and marks the boundary of adjacent fields, 
even so Brahman maintains the world and its boun¬ 
daries. “Having passed the bank” (Chh. 8. 4. 2) means, 
having attained Brahman fully and not having crossed 
it, even as we say he has passed in Grammar, meaning 
thereby that he has mastered it. 

n II 

: For the sake of easy comprehension 
just like (four) feet. 

33. (Brahman is depicted as having size) for 
the sake of easy comprehension (i.e. Upasana); 
just like four feet. 

The statements as to the size of Brahman, ‘Brahman 
has four feet,’ Tt has sixteen digits,’ etc. are meant for 
the sake of Upasana; for it is difficult to comprehend 
the Infinite, all-pervading Brahman. Just as mind con¬ 
ceived as the personal manifestation of Brahman is 
imagined to have the organ of speech, nose, eyes, and 
ears as its four feet, so also Brahman is imagined as 
having size etc. for the sake of Upisani, but not in 
reality. 


II II 

On account of special places 

like light etc. 
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34, (The statements about connection and 
difference with respect to Brahman) are on 
account of special places; as in the case of light 
etc. 


The statements regarding difference are made with 
reference to limiting adjuncts only and not to any differ¬ 
ence in Brahman’s nature. We speak of light inside a 
chamber and light outside it, though in reality light is 
one, the distinction being due to limiting adjuncts. So 
also all statements about connection are made with ref¬ 
erence to the removal of the adj uncts, when connection 
with the Supreme Self is said to take place metaphori¬ 
cally, even as on the destruction of the chamber the 
light inside it may be said to be united with light in 
general. 


II II 

From reasoning ^ and. 

35. And it is reasonable. 

This Sutra explains further that connection and 
difference are not to be taken as real, but only meta¬ 
phorically. The connection of the Jiva with Brahman in 
deep sleep cannot be real. “It merges in its Self” (Chh. 
6. 8. 1), shows that the connection of the soul with 
Brahman is a natural, inherent identity, and not as 
between two things. Similarly the difference referred 
to is not real, but due to ignorance, as can be gathered 
from hundreds of texts. 
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n II 


^ Similarly on account of the express 

denial of all other things. 

36. Similarly on account of the express denial 
of all other things (there is nothing but Brahman), 

A further reason is given to show that there is 
nothing but Brahman. “The Self is all this” (Chh. 
7. 25. 2); “All this is Brahman alone” (Mu. 2. 2. 11) 
etc. deny the existence of anything else besides Brah¬ 
man. Therefore Brahman is one without a second. 


^ II II 

By this all-pervadingness 

fevtr: as is known from scriptural statements etc. re¬ 
garding (Brahman’s) extent. 

37. By this (is established) the all-pervading- 
ness (of Brahman), as is known from scriptural 
statements etc. regarding (Brahman’s) extent. 

This Sutra explains the all-pervadingness of Brah¬ 
man which follows from the fact that It is one without 
a second. By saying that texts describing Brahman as a 
bank etc. are not to be taken literally, and by denying 
all other things, it is proved that Brahman is all-pervad¬ 
ing. If they were taken literally, tlien Brahman would 
be limited and not all-pervading and consequently not 
eternal. That Brahman is all-pervading is known from 
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such Sruti texts as, “He is omnipresent like ether, and 
eternal” (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 3. 2). See also Git^ 2. 24. 

Topic 8: Isvara the giver of the fruits of actions, 

^3^: n li 

Fruits of actions sr^: from Him for that 
is rezisonable. 

38. From Him (the Lord) are the fruits of 
actions; for that is reasonable. 

Having described the nature of Brahman, the author 
proceeds now to discuss the view of the Mimamsakas, 
who say that Karma (work) and not Isvara, gives the 
fruits of one’s actions. According to them it is useless 
to set up an Isvara for this purpose, since Karma itself 
can give that result at a future time. 

This Sutra refutes it and says that from Isvara alone 
come the fruits of one’s work. Karma is insentient and 
short-lived, and cannot therefore be expected to bestow 
the fruits of actions at a future time according to one’s 
deserts. We do not see any insentient thing bestow 
fruits on those who worship it. Therefore it is only from 
the Lord, who is worshipped through actions, that their 
results proceed. 


n n 

Because the scripture so teaches ^ and. 
39. And because the scripture so teaches. 
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The scripture declares that the fruits of actions come 
from the Lord. “That great, birthless Self is the eater of 
food and the giver of wealth (the fruit of one’s work)” 
(Brih. 4. 4. 24). 

m sracref u vo n 

Religious merits '5'pTfir: (sage) Jaimini for 
the same reasons. 

40. Jaimini (thinks) for the same reasons (viz- 
scriptural authority and reasoning) that religious 
merit (is what brings about the fruits of actions). 

The view of the previous Sutra is being criticized. 

The scripture enjoins, “He who is desirous of the 
heavenly world is to sacrifice” (Tandya). Since every 
scriptural injunction has an object, it is reasonable to 
think that the sacrifice itself produces the fruit. But it 
may be objected that since the deed is destroyed, it can¬ 
not produce a result at a future time. This is met by the 
positing of an Apurva or extraordinary principle, which 
is produced by the Karma before it is destroyed, and 
through the intervention of which the result is produced 
in the distant future. Again, if the deed itself did not 
produce the result, it would be useless to perform it; and 
moreover it is not reasonable to imagine one cause (the 
Lord) for a great variety of effects. 

^ II V? II 

^ The former (i.e, the Lord) ^ but 
B^dar^yana on account of His being de¬ 

clared to be the cause (of the actions even). 
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41. But B&darayana (thinks) the former (the 
Lord, as the bestower of the fruits of actions) on 
account of His being declared to be the cause (of 
the actions even). 

‘But’ refutes the view of Sutra 40. Both Karma and 
Apurva are insentient, and as such incapable of pro¬ 
ducing results without the intervention of an intelligent 
principle. For such a phenomenon is not experienced 
in the world. No one gets anything by worshipping 
stocks and stones. So the fruits of actions come only 
from the Lord, and this is all the more established, as 
the Lord Himself causes people to act one way or the 
other; and since the Jiva acts as directed by Him, He 
Himself is the bestower of the fruits of his actions accord¬ 
ing to his deserts. “He makes him whom He wishes to 
lead up from these worlds do a good deed” etc. (Kau. 
3.8); “Whichever divine form a devotee wishes to 
worship... and obtains from it the results he desires, as 
ordained by Me” (Gita 7. 21-22). Since the Lord has 
regard for the merit and demerit of the souls, the objec¬ 
tion that a uniform cause is incapable of producing 
various effects does not stand. 

In the last four topics the entity ‘That’ has been ex¬ 
plained. Firstly, Brahman has been shown to be form¬ 
less, self-effulgent, and without difference; secondly, 
by the denial of manifoldness in It it has been estab¬ 
lished that It is one without a second; and lastly. It 
has been proved to be the giver of the fruits of people’s 
actions in the relative world. Thus the two entities 
‘thou* and ‘That’ have been explained in these two 
sections. 



CHAPTER III 


Section III 

In the last section the two entities ‘thou’ and ‘That* 
of the Vedic dictum (Mah^vakya) ‘That thou art* have 
been explained and shown to be identical. Now the 
scriptures prescribe various meditations that help to 
attain this knowledge of identity. It is not possible for 
the ordinary man to grasp the Infinite. Therefore the 
scriptures present various symbols of Brahman such as 
Prana, Akasa, and mind, for the beginner to meditate 
upon. Sometimes they prescribe the cosmic form of 
Brahman (Vaisvanara) for meditation. These different 
methods of approaching the infinite Brahman are 
known as Vidyas or Upasanas. 

This section discusses these various Vidyas, by 
means of which the individual soul attains Brahman. 
In this connection the question naturally arises, 
whether similar Vidyas described differently in differ¬ 
ent recensions of the Vedas are one or different, and 
consequently to be combined into a single meditation 
or separately gone through. Here it is decided which 
Vidyas are the same and have to be combined into one, 
and which Vidyas are different in spite of certain 
similarities. The principle that is followed throughout 
in the interpretation of these Vidyas is this; Since 
Brahman, which is the only reality, is the resulting 
cognition of all Vidyas, it may be helpful to combine 
the particulars of the same Vidyi mentioned in differ- 
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ent Smdiis, since they have been found efficacious by 
the followers of those Sikh^s. 


Topic 1: The Vidyas with identical or similar form met with 
in the scriptures or in different recensions of the scriptures 

are one Vidyd, 

II \ II 

Described in the various Vedanta 
texts on account of non-difference as 

regards injunction etc. {Le, connection, form, and 
name.) 

1. (The Upasanas) described in the various 
Vedanta texts (are not different), on account of 
the non-difference as regards injunction etc. {Le» 
connection, form, and name). 

There are Upasanas described variously in different 
Vedanta texts. For example, the Upisana of Prana is 
described in one way in the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad 
and in a different way in the Chhandogya. Are such 
Upasanas, described differently in different Sakhis of 
the Vedas, different or same? The opponent holds that 
they are different, on account of the difference in form. 
This Sutra refutes it and says that such meditations are 
one and the same, on account of the non-difference as 
regards injunction, connection, name, and form of 
these in different Sakhis. Just as on account of the 
injunction in all S^kh^s, “One should perform the 
Agnihotra” etc. (Mai. 6. 36) the daily Agnihotra sacri- 
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fice is one only, and as Jyotishtoma and V^japeya 
sacrifices described in different S4kh^ are one only, 
so also on account of non-difference as regards injunc¬ 
tion such as, “He who knows the oldest and greatest” 
(Brih. 6. 1. 1) in both the Brihadaranyaka and the 
Chh&ndogya Upanishads, the Prana Vidyd in all the 
S^his is one and the same. Similarly as regards the 
fruit or result of the Upasan^ there is non-difference. 
“He who knows it to be such becomes the oldest and 
greatest” (Brih. 6. 1. 1). Pr^na, which is the object of 
the meditation, is described in both as the oldest and 
greatest, and both the meditations are named Prdna 
Vidya. Therefore there being non-difference in all 
respects, the two Vidyis are not different, but one. The 
same is true of Dahara Vidya, Vaisv^nara Up^sanS., 
Sindilya Vidya, etc. described in various Sakhds. 


5T )l ^ II 

On account of difference not if it 

be said not so q;«tiWl*rpT even in the same (Vidyi). 


2. If it be said (that the Vidyis are) not (one) 
on account of difference (in minor points), (we 
reply) not so, since even in the same Vidyd 
(there might be such minor differences). 

A further objection is raised that since certain differ¬ 
ences are seen to exist with respect to the Vidylis 
described in different S&khis, they cannot be one. For 
example, in the Brihadiranyaka in the Panch^gni 
Vidyi a sixth fire is mentioned as an object of worship; 
“The fire becomes his fire” (Brih. 6. 2. 14); whereas in 
25 
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the Chhandogya we have, “But he who knows these 
five fires” (Chh. 5. 10. 10). Therefore on account of 
difference in form the two Vidyis cannot be one. This 
Sutra refutes it and says that they are one, since even in 
the same Vidy^ there may be differences of form. The 
five fires like heaven etc. mentioned in the Chhandogya 
are identified in the Briliadaranyaka. Therefore there 
can be no difference in Vidya. Nor can the presence or 
absence of a sixth fire create a difference as regards 
form, for in the same Atiratra sacrifice the Shodasi 
vessel may or may not be taken. On the other hand, on 
account of the majority of fires being recognized in 
both, it is reasonable that we should add the sixth fire 
to the Vidya in the Chhandogya. The name ‘five fires’ 
is also no objection against this increase of number, for 
the number five is not an essential part of the injunction. 
Moreover, even in the same Sakha and in the same 
Vidy4 differences like this are seen in different chapters; 
yet the Vidya described in these different chapters is 
taken on all hands as one. Therefore in spite of these 
differences in different SMchas it is reasonable that 
Vidyas of the same class are one and not different. 


II ^ II 

^TwrniW Of the study of the Vedas as being 

such because in the Samach^ra (a book of 

that name) on account of the qualification 

^ and like that of the (seven) oblations {viz* 
Saurya etc.) ^ and that rule. 
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3. (The rite of carrying fire on the head is 
connected) with the study of the Vedas, because 
in the Sam^chira (it is described) as being such. 
And (this also follows) from its being a qualifica¬ 
tion (for the students of the Atharva Veda), 
as is the case with the (seven) oblations (viz* 
Saurya etc.). 

A further objection is raised. In the Mundaka 
Upanishad, wliich deals with the knowledge of Brah¬ 
man, the carrying of fire on the head by the student is 
mentioned. The opponent holds that on account of this 
particular ceremony, which obtains among the followers 
of the Atharva Veda, the Vidyd of the Atharvanikas is 
different from all other Vidyas. The Sutra refutes this 
saying that the rite of carrying fire on the head is not an 
attribute of the Vidya, but of the study of the Vedas of 
the Atharvanikas. So it is described in the book Sama- 
chara, which deals with Vedic observances. From the 
following text, “A man who has not performed the rite 
(viz* carrying fire) does not read this” (Mu. 3. 2. 11) 
also we find it is connected with the reading or study of 
the Upanishad and not with the Vidya. The rite of 
carrying the fire is connected only with the study of that 
particular Veda and not others, like the seven oblatioas, 
which are not connected with the fires taught in the 
other Vedas, but only with those of the Atharva Veda. 
So the unity of Vidyas stands in all cases. 

^ II VI! 

Instructs ^ also. 

4. (The scripture) also instructs thus. 
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“That which all the Vedas declare” (Kath. 1.2. 15) 
shows that the Nirguna Brahman is the one purport of 
all the Vedanta texts. Therefore all Vidyas relating to 
It must also be one. Thus the meditation of the Saguna 
Brahman as Vaisv5nara, who is represented as extend¬ 
ing from heaven to the earth in the Brihadaranyaka, is 
referred to in the Ghhandogya as something well 
known: “But he who worships that Vaisvanara self as 
extending from heaven to the earth” (Ghh. 5. 18. 1), 
thereby showing that all Vaisvanara Vidyds are one. 
Thus since the Nirguna or the Saguna Brahman is one 
and not many, therefore particular Vidyis which relate 
to either of them are also one and not many. This also 
follows from the same hymns and the like enjoined in 
one place being employed in other places for the sake of 
Upisana. The same rule applies to other Vidyas also 
besides the Vaisvanara, and in consequence they are 
not many, though differently described in different 
Sakhas. 

The unity of Vidy5s, having been established, their 
results are taken up for discussion. 


Topic 2: Particulars of identical Vidyas mentioned in different 
places or Sakhas are to be combined into one meditation, 

Gombination since there is no 

difference in the object of meditation like the 

subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice ^ and in the 
Up^sanis of the same class. 
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5. And in the Up4san4s of the same class 
(mentioned in different Sikhis) a combination 
(of all the particulars mentioned in all Sikh^s is 
to be made), since there is no difference in the 
object of meditation just as (a combination of) 
all subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice (mentioned 
in different Sikh^ is made). 

From what has been discussed in the previous Sutras 
it is clear that the Vidylis described in different Sikhds 
will have to be combined in the Upasan^, since their 
object after all is one. The particulars mentioned in 
other Sakhds than one’s own are also efficacious, and 
as such one has to combine all these, even as one does 
with respect to subsidiary rites like Agnihotra, con¬ 
nected with a main sacrifice, mentioned in several 
Sikh^s. 

Topic 3: Vidyas having really different subject-matter are 

separate, though in other respects there are similarities, 

q-, 3ffq^tqig[ || \ || 

There is difference on account of 

(difference in) texts ^ if it be said qr not so 
on account of non-difference (as regards 
essentials). 

6. If it be said (that the Udgitha Vidya of the 
Brihadaranyaka and that of the Ghh^ndogya) 
are different on account of (difference in) texts; 
(we say) not so, on account of the non-diference 
(as regards essentials). 
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This Sutra represents the view of the opponent, who 
tries to establish that the two VidylLs are one. “Then 
they said to this vital force in the mouth, ‘Chant the 
Udgitha for us.’ ‘All right,’ said the vital force and 
chanted for them” (Brih. 1.3.7); “Then this vital 
force that is in the mouth—they meditated on the 
Udgitha ‘Om’ as that vital force” (Ghh. 1. 2. 7). It 
may be objected that they cannot be one, because of 
the difference in texts. But this is unacceptable, because 
there is unity as regards a great many points. (For the 
similarity see texts in both). So on the grounds given in 
Sutra 3. 3. 1, there is unity of Vidyas, 





II ^9 II 


?r Rather not on account of difference 

in subject-matter even as (the medita¬ 

tion on the Udgitha) as the highest and greatest 
(Brahman) (is different). 


7. Rather (there is) no (unity of Vidyis), on 
account of the difference in subject-matter, even 
as (the meditation on the Udgitha) as the highest 
and greatest (/.^. Brahman) (is different from the 
meditation on the Udgitha as abiding in the eye 
etc.). 


This Sutra refutes the former view and establishes 
that the two Vidyis, in spite of similarity in many 
points, are different on account of difference in subject- 
matter. In the Ghhdndogya only a part of the Udgitha 
(hymn), the syllable ‘Om’ is meditated upon as Pr4na: 
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“Let one meditate on the syllabic ‘Om’ (of) the 
Udgitha” (Ghh. 1. 1, 1), But in the Brihadaranyaka 
the whole Udgitha hymn is meditated upon as Pr^ina. 
Vide Brih. 1. 3. 2. On account of this difference in the 
object of meditation the two Vidyis cannot be one. The 
case is similar to the Upasana on Udgitha enjoined 
in, “This is indeed the highest and greatest Udgitha” 
(Ghh. 1. 9. 2), which is different from the one enjoined 
in the Ghhandogya 1.6, where the Udgitha is meditated 
upon as abiding in the eye and the sun. 

aj-fef g iiii 

On account of the name (being same) if 
it has already been answered srfer exists g 

but cRJ that srPT even, 

8. If on account of the name (of both Vidyas 
being the same, it be said that they are one), it has 
already been answered. But even that (identity 
of name in Vidyas admitted to be different) exists. 

Identity of name is no reason for claiming unity of 
Vidyas, since the subject-matter differs. This has 
already been established in the last Sutra. Moreover, 
it is borne out by the scriptures. For example, the 
different sacrifices like Agnihotra, Darsapurnam^sa, 
etc., which all occur in Kathaka, are known as Kitha- 
kas; or even the Udgitha Upasanas of Ghh. 1. 6 and 
Ghh. 1. 9. 2 are different Vidyas. 


Topic 4: Specializing the ^OnC of the Udgitha Vidyd is 
apt, as ^OrrC is common to all the Vedas, 
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lu n 

I 

55!TP^: Because (Om) extends (over the whole of 
the Vedas) ^ and is appropriate. 

9. And because (Om) extends (over the whole 
of the Vedas), (to specialize it by the term 
‘Udgitha’) is appropriate. 

Since ‘Om’ is common to all the Vedas we have to 
understand which particular ‘Om’ is to be meditated 
upon. By specifying that the ‘Om’ which is a part of the 
Udgitha is to be meditated upon, we learn that it is the 
‘Om’ of the Sima-Veda. “Let one meditate on the 
syllable ‘Om’ (of) the Udgitha” (Chh. 1. 1. 1). 

Topic 5: Unity of the Prana Vidyd, 

II ?o II 

On account of non-difference everywhere 
in the other places these qualities (are to be 
inserted). 

10. On account of the non-difference (of the 
Vidya) everywhere {Le, in all the texts of the 
different Sikhis where the Prana Vidyi occurs) 
these qualities (mentioned in two of them are to 
be inserted) in the other places {e,g. the Kaushi- 
taki Upanishad). 

In the GhhAndog/a and Brihadliranyaka Upanishads 
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in the Prina Vidy& we find the qualities of speech etc. 
as being richest and so on, are ultimately attributed to 
Frina but not so in the Kaushitaki Upanishad, for 
instance. The question is whether they are ^ to be in¬ 
serted in the Kaushitaki also, where they are not men¬ 
tioned. The Sutra says that they have to be inserted, 
since the Vidya is the same in all the three Upanishads. 
Attributes of one and the same Vidyi have to be com¬ 
bined wherever that Vidya occurs, although they may 
not be expressly mentioned. 

Topic 6: In all the meditations on Brahman qualities like 
*Bliss^ etc,y which describe Its nature, are to be combined into 
one meditation, and not others, 

aridrcim: n u n 

Bliss and other attributes of the 

subject {i.e. Brahman). 

11. Bliss and other attributes (which depict 
the true nature) of the subject {i,e. Brahman) 
(have to be combined from all places in the 
meditation on Brahman). 

Brahman is described as Bliss, Knowledge, all- 
pervading, the self of all, true, etc. in different texts of 
different S^khas. All the attributes are not mentioned 
in all places. Now the question is whether they have to 
be combined in the meditation on Brahman or not. This 
Sutra says that they have to be combined, since the 
object of meditation (Brahman) is one and the same in 
all Sikhas, and therefore the Vidya is one. 
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ii ii 

(Qualities like) joy being Its head etc. 
aysTlf^: are not to be taken everywhere 
increase and decrease because (are possible) in 
difference. 

12. (Qualities like) joy being Its head etc. are 
not to be taken everywhere, (being subject to 
increase and decrease and) increase and decrease 
(are possible only) if there is difference (and not 
in Brahman in which there is non-difference). 

Attributes like joy being Its head etc. mentioned in 
the Taittiriya Upanishad are not to be taken and com¬ 
bined in other places where the Upasana of Brahman is 
enjoined, because the terms ‘joy,’ ‘satisfaction,’ ‘great 
satisfactions,’ ‘bliss,’ etc. indicate qualities which have 
increase and decrease relatively to each other and to 
other experiencers (Jivas), and therefore can exist only 
where there is difference. But Brahman being absolutely 
without any difference, these attributes cannot consti¬ 
tute Its nature, and as such they are to be confined to 
the texts prescribing them and not taken in other 
places. 


II II 

Other attributes g but 3r4?rRT«Trc[ on account 
of identity of purport. 

13. But other attributes (like Bliss etc. are to 
be combined) on account of identity of purport. 
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Attributes like Bliss, Knowledge, afl-prevading, etc., 
which describe the nature of Brahman are to be com¬ 
bined, for their purport is the one and indivisible, un¬ 
conditioned Brahman. These attributes are Mentioned 
with a view to the knowledge of Brahman and not for 
Upisana. 


Topic 7\ KatL L 3, 10-11 simply aims at teaching that the 
Self is higher than everything else, 

SnaTHW II II 

For the sake of meditation 
as there is no use. 

14. (Kathaka 1.3. 10-11 tells about the Self 
only as the highest) for the sake of meditation, 
(and not about the relative position of the objects 
etc.) as there is no use of it. 

“Higher than the senses are the objects, higher than 
the objects there is the mind... higher than the Self there 
is nothing, this is the limit, the Supreme Goal” (Kath. 
1. 3. 10-11). The opponent holds that these sentences 
are separate and not one, as referring to the Atman 
alone; therefore it is the aim of the Sruti to teach that 
the objects are superior to the senses, and so on. This 
Sutra refutes it and says that it is one sentence and 
means that the Atman is superior to all these. This in¬ 
formation is given for the sake of meditation on the 
Atman, which results in the knowledge of It. The 
Atman alone is to be known, for the knowledge of It 
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V, 

gives Freedom. But the knowledge of the fact that 
objects are superior to the senses and so on, serves no 
useful purpose, and as such it is not the aim of the Sruti 
to teach this. 


II I'i II 

On account of the word ‘Self’ ^ and. 

15. And on account of the word ‘Self’. 

The view established in the last Sutra is confirmed 
by the fact that the subject of the discussion is called the 
Self. “That Self is hidden in all beings and does not 
shine forth” (Kath. 1.3. 12), thereby hinting that the 
other things are non-Self. But the enumeration of the 
series is not altogether useless, inasmuch as it helps to 
turn the mind, which is outgoing, gradually towards the 
Atman, which is hard to realize without deep medita¬ 
tion. 


Topic 8: The self referred to in Ait. 1. 1 is the Supreme 
Self and consequently the attributes of the Self given in other 
places are to be included in this Aitareyaka meditation, 

II %% II 

The Supreme Self is meant as in 
other texts (dealing with creation) on account 

of the subsequent qualification. 

16. (In the Aitareya Upanishad 1. 1) the 
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Supreme Self is meant, as in other texts (dealing 
with creation), on account of the subsequent 
qualification. 

“Verily in the beginning all this was the Self, one 
only; there was nothing else whatsoever” etc. (Ait. 1. 1). 
Does the word ‘Self’ here refer to the Supreme Self or 
to Hiranyagarbha? It refers to the Supreme Self. Even 
as the word ‘Self’ in other texts dealing with creation 
refers to It and not to Hiranyagarbha: “From the Self 
sprang forth ether” (Taitt. 2. 1). Why? Because in the 
subsequent text of the Aitareya we have. “It thought, 
‘Shall I send forth worlds ?’ It sent forth these worlds” 
(Ait. 1. 1-2). This qualification, viz* that ‘It thought’ 
before creation, is applied to Brahman in the primary 
sense in other Sruti texts. So from this we learn that the 
Self refers to the Supreme Self and not to Hiranya¬ 
garbha. 


3mK<in^ II II 

Because of the context ^ if it be said 
it might be so on account of the 

definite statement. 

17. If it be said that because of the context 
(the Supreme Self is not meant, but Hiranya¬ 
garbha), (we reply that) it is so {Le. the Supreme 
Self is meant) on account of the definite statement 
(that the Atman alone existed at the beginning). 


In the Aitareya Upanishad 1. 1 the Self is said to 
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have created the four worlds. But in the Taittiriya and 
other texts the Self creates ether, water, etc.—the five 
elements. Now it is well known that creation of the 
worlds is by Hiranyagarbha with the help of the ele¬ 
ments created by the Supreme Self. So the Self in the 
Aitareya cannot mean the Supreme Self but Hiranya¬ 
garbha. The Sulra refutes it and says that on account of 
the statement, “Verily in the beginning all this was the 
Self, one only” (Ait. 1.1), which declares that there was 
one only without a second, it can only refer to the 
Supreme Self and not to Hiranyagarbha. Therefore we 
have to take that the Supreme Self after creating ele¬ 
ments as described in other Sakhas created the four 
worlds. 

The object of Sutras 16 and 17 in establishing that the 
Supreme Self is meant is that the attributes of the 
Supreme Self given in other places are to be combined 
in the Aitareyaka meditation. 


Topic 9: Rinsing the mouth is not enjoined in the Prana 
Vidyd^ but only thinking the water as the dress of Prana, 

II II 

On account of being a restatement of 
an act (already enjoined by the Smriti) what 

has not been so enjoined elsewhere. 

18. On account of (the rinsing of the mouth 
with water referred to in the Prana Vidya) being 
a restatement of an act (already enjoined by the 
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Smriti), what has not been so enjoined elsewhere 
(is here enjoined by the Sruti). 

In the Chhindogya 5. 2. 2. and the Brihadiranyaka 
6. 1. 14 we find a reference to the rinsing of the mouth 
with water before and after a meal, thinking that there¬ 
by Prana is dressed. The question is whether the Sruti 
enjoins both or only the latter. The Sutra states that 
since the former, the act of rinsing, is already enjoined 
on every one by the Smriti, the latter act of thinking 
the water as the dress of Prana is alone enjoined by the 
Sruti. 


Topic 10: Vidyds in the same Sakha which are identical or 
similar have to be combined, for they are one. 

?FrR II II 

In the same Sakha (it is) like this ^ 
also on account of non-diflference. 

19. In the same Sakh4 also (it is) like this (i.e. 
there is unity of Vidya), on account of the non- 
difference (of the object of meditation). 

In the Agnirahasya in the Vajasaneyi Sakha there is 
a Vidya called Sandilya Vidya, in which occurs the 
passage, “Let him meditate on the Self which consists 
of mind” etc. (Sat. Br. Madhy. 10. 6. 3. 2). Again in 
the Brihadaranyaka, which belongs to the same Sakha 
we have, “This Being identified witli the mind” etc. 
(Brih. 5. 6. 1). Do these two passages form one Vidya, 



334 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[3.3.19 

in which the particulars mentioned in cither text are to 
be combined, or are they different Vidyas ? The Sutra 
says that they are one Vidy^, since the object of medita¬ 
tion in both cases is the Self consisting of mind. The rule 
as regards the combining of particulars of a similar 
Vidya in the same Sakha is the same as in the case of 
such Vidyas occurring in different Sakhis. Therefore 
the Sandilya Vidya is one. 


Topic 11: The names ^Ahar* and ^AhairC of the Supreme 
Brahman as abiding in the sun and in the right eye respec^ 
tively^ given in Brih, 5, 5. 1~2^ cannot be combined^ as these 

are two separate Vidyas, 

On account of the connection like this 
arfZTT in other cases arfir also, 

20. In other cases also {e,g, in the Vidyd of the 
Satya Brahman) on account of the connection 
{i,e, the object of the meditation being the Satya 
Brahman) (we have to combine particulars) like 
this {i,e, as in the Sandilya Vidyi). 

This Sutra sets forth the view of the opponent. “Satya 
is Brahman. ... That which is Satya is that sun—the 
being who is in that orb and the being who is in the 
right eye” (Brih. 5. 5. 1-2). This gives the abode of the 
Satya Brahman with respect to the gods and the body, 
and two secret names of the Satya Brahman are also 
taught in connection with these abodes; the former is 
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*Ahar’ and the latter ‘Aham’. Now on the analogy of 
the Sandilya Vidy^, since the object of meditation is 
one, viz- the Satya Brahman, we must combine the 
particulars. Therefore both the names ‘Ahar’ and 
‘Aham’ have to be combined with respect to Satya 
Brahman. 


ST JtT, n 11 

rf Rather not on account of difference. 

21. Rather not (so) on account of the differ¬ 
ence (of abode). 

This Sutra refutes the view of the previous Sutra. 
Though the Vidya is one, still owing to difference in 
abodes the object of meditation becomes different; 
hence the different names. Therefore these cannot be 
exchanged or combined. 


II II 

(The scripture) declares ^ also. 

22. (The scripture) also declares (that). 

The scripture distinctly states that the attributes are 
not to be combined, but kept apart; for it compares the 
two persons, the person in the sun and in the right 
eye. If it wanted the particulars to be combined, it 
would not institute such a comparison. 

26 
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Topic 12: Attributes of Brahman mentioned in Rdndya^ 
niya-'khila are not to be taken into consideration in other 
Brahma Vidyds e.g, the Sdndilya Vidyd^ as the former is 
an independent Vidyd on account of the difference of BrahmarCs 

abode. 



II II 


TOjfif: Supporting (the universe) g’^oqrf^: pervading 
the sky arPT also ^ and SRT: for the same reason (as 
in the previous Sutra). 


23. For the same reason (as in the previous 
Sutra) the supporting (of the universe) and per¬ 
vading of the sky (attributed to Brahman in the 
Rdndyaniya-khila) also (are not to be included 
in other Upisanas of Brahman). 

In a supplementary text of the Ranayaniyas there 
occurs the passage, “The powers, which were collected 
together, were preceded by Brahman; the pre-existent 
Brahman in the beginning pervaded the whole sky.’’ 
Now these two qualities of Brahman are not to be in¬ 
cluded in other places treating of Brahma Vidya for 
the same reason as is given in the last Sutra, viz^ differ¬ 
ence of abode. Moreover, these qualities and those 
mentioned in other Vidyis like the Sandilya Vidya are 
of such a nature as to exclude each other, and are not 
suggestive of each other. The mere fact of certain 
Vidyis being connected with Brahman does not consti¬ 
tute their unity. Brahman, though one, is, on account 
of its plurality of powers, meditated upon in manifold 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


337 


3.3.24] 

ways. The conclusion therefore is that the Upasan4 re¬ 
ferred to in this Sutra is an independent Vidy4 standing 
hy itself. 


Topic 13: The Purusha Vidya in the Chhdndogya and the 

Taittiriya are not one. 

11 Rv ii 

As in the Purusha Vidyi (of the 
Chhandogya) ^ and of the others 3r«TT^iTTJTRI not 

being mentioned (in the Taittiriya). 

24. And (since the qualities) as (mentioned) 
in the Purusha Vidya (of the Chhandogya) are 
not mentioned (in that) of the others {Le. in the 
Taittiriya) (the two Purusha Vidyds are not one). 

In the last Sutra the Vidyas were held to be different 
as there was no recognition of the fundamental attrib¬ 
ute of the one Vidya in the other. This Sutra cites an 
example where such a fundamental attribute occurs 
in both. On this ground the opponent argues that the 
two Vidyas are one. In the Chhandogya there is a 
Vidya about man in which he is identified with the 
sacrifice: “Man is the sacrifice,” In the Taittiriya 
Aranyaka (10. 64) also occurs a similar Vidya where 
man is so identified: “For him who knows thus, the self 
of the sacrifice is the sacrificer” etc. The fundamental 
attribute referred to is that man is identified with 
sacrifice in both. This Sutra says that in spite of this, 
the two Vidyas are not one, for the details differ. More- 
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over, the result of the Vidya in the Taittiriya is the 
attainment of the greatness of Brahman, while that of 
the Chhandogya is long life. Therefore the two Vidyas 
are separate, and there can be no combination of 
particulars in the two places. 

Topic 14 \ Detached Mantras like Pierce the whole {body 
of the enemyY^ etc. and sacrifices mentioned at the beginning 
of certain Upanishads do not form part of the Brahma 
Vidya included in the Upanishads. 

II II 

Piercing etc. because they have a 

different meaning. 

25. (Certain Mantras relating to) piercing 
etc. (are not part of the Vidyas though men¬ 
tioned near by) because they have a different 
meaning. 

At the beginning of the Upanishad of the Atharva- 
nikas we have, “Pierce the whole (body of the enemy), 
pierce his heart” etc. Similarly at the beginning of other 
Upanishads of other Sakhas we have Mantras. The 
question is, whether these Mantras and the sacrifices 
referred to in the Br^hmanas in close proximity to the 
Upanishads are to be combined with the Vidyas pre¬ 
scribed by these Upanishads. The Sutra says that they 
are not to be combined, for their meaning is different, 
inasmuch as they indicate acts of a sacrifice and there¬ 
fore have no connection with the Vidyas. The piercing, 
for example, is connected with some ceremony to de¬ 
stroy one’s enemy. 
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Topic 15: The statement made in one of the texts that the 
good and evil deeds of a person who has attained Knowledge go 
to his friends and enemies respectively^ is valid for all texts 
where discarding of good and evil Karma by such a person is 

mentioned. 




t II II 


Where (only) the discarding (of good and 
evil) is mentioned ^ but on account 

of the word ‘receiving’ being supplementary (to the 
word ‘discarding’) as in the case 

of Kusas (sticks for keeping count of hymns), metres, 
praise, and recitation ^ that has been stated 

(by Jaimini). 


26. But where (only) the discarding (of good 
and evil) is mentioned, (the receiving of this good 
and evil by others has to be included), on account 
of this word ‘receiving’ being supplementary (to 
the word ‘discarding’), as in the case of Kusas, 
metres, praise, and recitation. That {viz- that it 
should be so done) has been stated (by Jaimini in 
Purva Mimamsa). 


Having dealt with the combination of particulars 
with respect to similar Vidyas, the author now proceeds 
to deal with the combination of the effects with respect 
to the Upasaka. 

Jaimini has said that statements with respect to 
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Kusas, metres, praise, and hymns have to be completed 
from other texts. In some places Kusas are simply men¬ 
tioned, but another text specifies that they are to be 
made of fig wood. The first Sruti will have to be com¬ 
pleted in the light of the other. Similarly with respect 
to metres, praise, and recitation. This principle is here 
applied to the effects of the Upasaka’s actions in con¬ 
nection with the Vidyas mentioned in the Upanishads. 
We find certain texts mentioned the discarding of good 
and evil by a person attaining Knowledge. Vide Ghh. 
8. 13. Another text not only mentions this, but also 
adds that the good and evil are obtained by his friends 
and enemies, respectively. Vide Kau. 1. 4. This Sutra 
says that the obtaining of the good and evil by his friends 
and enemies has to be inserted in the Ghhandogya text, 
according to Jaimini’s principle explained above. 

This Sutra may also be explained in another way if 
the discussion on ‘discarding’ is different. It may be 
argued that the verb ‘Dhu’ in the text of the Ghhando¬ 
gya and Kaushitaki may be interpreted as trembling 
and not as getting rid of, in which case it would mean 
that good and evil still cling to a person who attains 
Knowledge, though their effects are retarded owing to 
the Knowledge. This Sutra says that such a meaning is 
not correct, for the subsequent portion of the text in the 
Kaushitaki shows that others get this good and evil, 
and this is not possible unless the person who attains 
Knowledge discards them. 


Topic 16: The discarding of good and evil by the knower of 
Brahman takes place at the time of death and not on his way 

to Brahmaloka, 
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^rrPTO^ At the time of death ?TW^-3nTr^ there 
being nothing to be attained OTT so also ff for 
others. 

« 

27. (He who attains Knowledge gets rid of his 
good and evil works) at the time of death, there 
being nothing to be obtained (by him on the way 
to Brahmaloka through works); for other texts 
also say so. 

The question is raised as to when the individual soul 
gets rid of the effects of its good and evil works. “He 
comes to the river Viraja and crosses it by the mind 
alone, and there he shakes off good and evil” (Kau. 
1.4). On the basis of this text the opponent holds that 
the effects are got rid of on the way to Brahmaloka and 
not at the time of death. This Sutra refutes it and says 
that the man of realization gets rid of them at the time 
of death. The Sanchita and Agami Karma (work) is 
destroyed with Knowledge and the Prarabdha is 
destroyed at death. So at the time of death he is rid 
of all effects of his good and evil deeds. The reasons 
for this conclusion are: On the way to Brahma¬ 
loka, the destination of the knower of Brahman, it 
is not possible to discard good and evil effects for 
then the soul has no gross body, and so cannot practise 
any Sidhana that will destroy them. Nor does the soul 
experience anything on the way, for which one would 
have to admit the persistence of good and evil till then* 
Rather they are destroyed by the Vidya practised by 
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the aspirant before he leaves the body. The scripture 
also says, “Having shaken off his evil as a horse shakes 
off his hairs’’ etc. (Ghh. 8. 13. 1). Moreover, it is not 
possible to cross the river Viraj^ unless one is free from 
all good and evil. Therefore we have to take it that all 
the good and evil are discarded at the time of death and 
the Kaushitaki text has to be explained accordingly. 

U II 

According to his liking on 

account of there being harmony between the two. 

28. (The interpretation that the individual 
soul practising Sadhana) according to his liking 
(gets rid of good and evil while living, is reason¬ 
able) on account of there being harmony (in that 
case) between the two (viz- cause and effect as 
well as between the Chhandogya and another 
Sruti). 

Since the individual soul attains Brahman after 
death as a result of the Vidya, why not understand that 
the getting rid of good and evil, the result of the Vidya, 
is also altzdned after death ? Not so, for it is possible to 
practise Sadhana to one’s liking only during one’s life¬ 
time, and from Sadhana alone results the destruction 
of good and evil. And it is not reasonable to say that 
the cause being there, the effect is delayed till some 
time after death. Therefore there is harmony between 
the texts quoted above. The attainment of Brahmaloka 
is not possible so long as there is a body, but there is 
no such difficulty about the shaking off of good and 
evil. 
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Topic 17 \ The knower of the Saguna Brahman alone goes 
by the path of the gods after death and not the knower of 

the Nirguna Brahman, 

3n=w % II R5. II 

Of the soul’s journey (after death) along the 
path of the gods utility in two ways 

otherwise for a contradiction. 

29. (The soul’s) journey along the path of the 
gods is applicable in two ways {i,e. differently) 
for otherwise (there would result) a contradiction. 

A question is raised that just as the getting rid of 
good and evil is understood as being followed by their 
acceptance by others, so also the journey after death 
along the Devayana, the path of the gods, which is 
sometimes mentioned as following the discarding of 
good and evil, is common to all Upasakas, those of the 
Nirguna as well as the Saguna Brahman. This Sutra 
says that it is true only of the worshipper of the Saguna 
Brahman, for Brahmaloka being located elsewhere in 
space, the journey has a meaning in his case only. But 
the knowledge which results from absorption in the 
Nirguna Brahman is merely the destruction of igno¬ 
rance. So what meaning has journey for such a person? 
If the journey applies to him also, then it would con¬ 
tradict Sruti texts like, “Shaking off good and evil, 
free from passions, he reaches the Highest Unity” (Mu. 
3. 1. 3). How can one who has become Brahman, the 
pure, the one without movement, goto another place by 
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Devayana? Since he has already attained his goal, 
viz* unity, the journey along the Devayana is meaning¬ 
less for him. Therefore the worshipper of the Saguna 
Brahman alone goes by the Devayana. 


gror:, 55)^ 11 n 

Is reasonable for the char¬ 

acteristics which render such journey possible are seen 
as in the world. 

30. (The differentiation mentioned above) is 
reasonable, for the characteristics which render 
such a journey possible are seen (in the case of 
Saguna Upasana but not in that of Nirguna 
Upasana); as (is seen) in the world. 

The differentiation between the paths of the worship¬ 
pers of the Saguna and Nirguna Brahman is reason¬ 
able, because the characteristics or reasons for such a 
journey of the worsliipper of the Saguna Brahman, are 
seen in the Vidya described in the Kaushitaki Upani- 
shad. For the texts mention certain results which can 
be attained by the worshipper only by going to differ¬ 
ent places, such as mounting the couch and holding 
conversation with Brahman. But with perfect Knowl¬ 
edge or dehruction of ignorance, which results from 
Nirguna Upasana, no purpose is served by such a 
journey. The distinction is analogous to what is seen 
in the world. To reach a village we have to go by the 
path which leads to it. But no such journey is required 
to get rid of our illness. 
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Topic 18: All tke worshippers of the Saguna Brahman go 
after death by the path of the gods to Brahmaloka^ and not 
merely those who know the Panchdgni Vidyd etc,, wherein 
such a path is specifically mentioned, 

arfipm: II II 


srPPTiT: (There is) no restriction (Devayina 

applies equally) to all (Vidyas of the Saguna Brahman) 
there is non-contradiction as is 

seen from the Sruti and Smriti. 

31. (The passage of the soul by the path of the 
gods) is not restricted (only to certain Vidyas of 
the Saguna Brahman); (it applies equally) to all 
(Vidyas of the Saguna Brahman). There is no 
contradiction, as is seen from the Sruti and Smriti, 

In the Panchagni Vidya of the Chhdndogya the 
result of such a meditation is said to be the passage 
after death to Brahmaloka by the path of the gods 
(Devayana). But such a result is not explicitly stated 
in the case of the Vaisvanara Vidya. The question is 
whether through this Vidya also one goes after death 
along the Devayana or not. This Sutra says that all 
worshippers of the Saguna Brahman, whatever their 
Vidy^, go after death by this path. For so it is seen 
from the Sruti and Smriti. “Those who meditate thus 
(through Panchagni Vidya) and also those who 
meditate in the forest endowed with Sraddha and Tapas 
go by the path of the gods” (Chh. 5. 10. 1). This text 
clearly shows that those who meditate upon these five 
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fires, and those dwellers in the forest who, endowed 
with faith and austerity, worship the Saguna Brahman 
through any other Vidyi, both go by the path of the 
gods. For the support of this view by the Smriti see 
Giti 8. 26. 


Topic 19: Perfected souls may be reborn for the fulfilment of 

some divine mission. 

ii ii 

Jrr^-arfir^frr^ So long as the mission is not fulfilled 
(there is corporeal) existence 3rrfk^'lf<^T*Jri^J of 
those who have a mission to fulfil. 

32. Of those who have a mission to fulfil (there 
is corporeal) existence, so long as the mission is 
not fulfilled. 

Rishi Apantaratama was born again as Vyasa. 
Sanatkumara was born as Skanda. So also other Rishis 
like Vasishtha and Narada were born again. Now these 
Rishis had attained the knowledge of Brahman, and yet 
they had to be reborn. If that is so, what is the utility of 
such knowledge of Brahman?—says the opponent. This 
Sutra refutes it and says that ordinarily a person after 
attaining Knowledge is not reborn. But the case of those 
who have a divine mission to fulfil is different. Those 
perfected sages have one or more births until their 
mission is fulfilled, after which they are not born again. 
But then they never come under the sway of ignorance 
although they may be reborn. Their case is analogous 
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to that of a Jivanmukta, who even after attaining 
Knowledge continues his corporeal existence as long as 
the Pr^rabdha Karma lasts. The divine mission of these 
people is comparable to the Prarabdha Karma. 


Topic 20 : The negative attributes of Brahman mentioned in 
various texts are to be combined in all meditations on Brahman. 

II II 

Of the conceptions of the (negative) 
attributes of the Immutable (Brahman) g but 
combination on account of the similar¬ 

ity (of defining Brahman through denials) and the 
object {viz^ Immutable Brahman) being the same 

as in the case of the Upasada (offerings) it 
has been said (by Jaimini). 

33. But the conceptions of the (negative) 
attributes of the Immutable (Brahman) are to 
be combined (from different texts where the 
Immutable Brahman is treated, in all medita¬ 
tions on the Immutable Brahman, as they form 
one Vidya), on account of the similarity (of 
defining the Immutable Brahman through 
denials) and the object (the Immutable Brah¬ 
man) being the same, as in the case of the Upasad 
(offerings). It has been said (by Jaimini in Purva 
Mimamsa). 
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“O Girgi, the knowers of Brahman say this Immu¬ 
table (Brahman) is that. It is neither gross nor minute, 
neither short nor long” etc. (Brih. 3. 3. 8). Again we 
have, “The supreme knowledge is that by which the 
Immutable (Brahman) is attained. That which is im- 
perceivable, ungraspable” etc. (Mu. 1.1.5-6). The 
question is whether the negative attributes in these two 
texts are to be combined so as to form one Vidy^, or 
they are to be treated as two separate Vidyas. The 
opponent holds that these attributes do not directly 
specify the nature of Brahman like the positive attrib¬ 
utes, bliss, truth, etc., and so the principle established 
in Sutra 3. 3. 11 does not apply here, for no purpose is 
served by such a combination. So each denial is valid 
only for the text in which it occurs and not for other 
places. This the Sutra refutes and says that such denials 
are to be combined, for the method of teaching Brah¬ 
man through denial is the same, and the object of 
instruction is also the same, viz, the Immutable Brah¬ 
man. The rule of Sutra 3. 3. 11 applies here also, though 
there we were concerned with positive attributes and 
here with negative attributes which teach Brahman by 
an indirect method. The case is analogous to the 
Upasada offerings. The Mantras for giving these offer¬ 
ings are found only in the S4ma-Veda. But the priests 
of the Yajur-Veda use this Mantra given in the other 
Veda. This principle is decided by Jaimini in Purva 
Mimamsa. Similarly here also in the meditation on the 
Immutable (Brahman) the negative attributes have to 
be combined. 


Topic 21\ Mundaka 3. 1. 1 and Katha 1, 3, 1 form one 

Vidyd. 
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n II 

On account of describing as this much. 

34. Because (the same thing) is described as 
such and such. 

“Two birds of beautiful plumage.. .one of them 
eats the sweet and bitter fruits thereof, the other wit¬ 
nesses without eating” (Mu. 3. 1. 1). Again we have, 
“There are the two ... enjoying the results of their 
good deeds” etc. (Kath. 1.3. 1). In these two texts do 
we have two different Vidyas, or one only ? The oppo¬ 
nent holds that these are two Vidyas for unlike the 
meditation on the Immutable, where the object of 
meditation was one, as shown in the previous Sutra, 
here there are diffeient objects of meditation. That it is 
so is clear, for of the texts cited above, the Mundaka 
text says only one cats the fruit, while the other does 
not; in Katha, however, both of them enjoy the results 
of their good actions. So the object of meditation is not 
identical. The Sutra refutes it and says that they form 
one Vidya, for both describe the same Lord as existing 
thus and thus, i.e. in the form of the Jiva. In other 
words, the object of die two texts is to teach about the 
Supreme Brahman and show the identity of the Jiva 
and Brahman. It has been explained in 1. 2. 11 that 
the Supreme Lord does not actually enjoy the fruits of 
actions, but is said to do so because of His being men¬ 
tioned along with the Jiva, which does, as when we 
say, ‘The men with the umbrella,’ where only one of 
them has the umbrella. Therefore the object of the 
meditation being one, the Vidyas are also one. 
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Topic 22: Brihaddranyaka 3, 4, 1 and 3, 5. 1 constitute 

one Vidyd, 

3 Rra n ii 

3RnT As being the innermost of all as in the 

case of the elements (teaching) of the same Self. 

35. The same Self (is taught) as being the 
innermost of all, as in the case of the elements. 

In the Brihadaranyaka we find Ushasta questioning 
Yajnavalkya thus: “Explain to me the Brahman that 
is immediate and direct—the self that is within all”; 
and Yajnavalkya replies: “That which breathes through 
Prana is your self, that is within all,” (Brih. 3, 4. 1). In 
the same Upanishad 3. 5. 1, to the same question put 
by Kahola, Yajnavalkya replies: “That which tran¬ 
scends hunger and thirst, grief and delusion, decay 
and death. Knowing this very Self” etc. The opponent 
liolds that these two are separate Vidyas, because the 
answers given being different, the objects referred to 
must be different. The Sutra refutes this and says that 
the object is one, the Supreme Self, for it is impossible 
to conceive two Selves being simultaneously the inner¬ 
most of all in the same body, even as none of the five 
elements constituting the body can be the innermost of 
all in the true sense of the term, though relatively one 
element can be inside another. Similarly one Self alone 
can be the innermost of all. Therefore the same Self is 
taught in both the answers. 

II II 
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arJinsTT Otherwise the repetition cannot 

be accounted for ^ if it be said JT not so 
like another instruction (in the Chh^ndogya), 

36. If it be said (that the two Vidyds are 
separate, for) otherwise the repetition cannot be 
accounted for, (we say) not so; (it is) like (the 
repetition) in another instruction (in the Ghhan- 
dogya). 

An objection is raised that unless the two texts refer 
to two different Selves, the repetition of the same sub¬ 
ject would be meaningless. This Sutra says that it is not 
like that. The repetition has a significance. It is intend¬ 
ed to make the student understand the subject more 
convincingly from different angles, and so the repeti¬ 
tion does not justify us to take that two different Selves 
are taught here, even as the repetition of the teaching 
‘Thou art That’ nine times does not entide us to take 
the whole teaching in the Ghhandogya as more than 
one Vidya. The difference in answer is due to the fact 
that the second answer tells something special about the 
Self. In the first it is taught that the Self is different 
from the body; in the second, that It is beyond relative 
attributes. 

Topic 23: The Sruti enjoins reciprocal meditation in Ait 
Ar. 2, 2, 4, 6 and not merely one way. 

n II 

Reciprocity (of meditations) r<R[qf% (the 
scriptures) prescribe (this) for f as in other cases. 

27 
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37. (There is) reciprocity (of meditation), for 
the scriptures prescribe this, as in other cases. 

In the Aitarcya Aranyaka we have, “What I am, that 
He is; what He is, that am I” (2. 2. 4. 6). The question 
here is whether the meditation is to be of a reciprocal 
nature, Le, identifying the worshipper with the being 
in the sun, and then, inversely, identifying the being in 
the sun with the worshipper; or only in the first named 
way. The opponent holds that the meditation is to be 
one way only and not in the reverse way also. For the 
first meditation has a meaning, inasmuch as it raises 
the Jiva to the level of Brahman, but lowering Brahman 
to the Jiva state is meaningless. The present Sutra 
refutes this view and says that the meditation is to be 
both ways, for otherwise such a statement would be 
useless. Sruti expressly prescribes the reverse medita¬ 
tion, even as it prescribes elsewhere that the Lord is 
to be meditated upon as having true determination 
(Satya Sankalpa) and so on. This is not lowering Brah¬ 
man, since He who has no body can be worshipped even 
as possessing a form. 

Topic 24: Brihaddranyaka 5. 4, 1 and 5. 5. 2 treat of one 
Vidyd about Satya Brahman, 

^ II II 

m The same (Satya-Vidy^) ff because 
(attributes like) Satya etc. 


38. The same (Satya-Vidya is taught in both 
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places), because (attributes like) Satya etc. (are 
seen in both places). 

In the Brihad^ranyaka 5. 4. 1 we have, “He who 
knows this great, adorable, first born (being) as the 
Satya Brahman, conquers these worlds.*’ Again in 
5. 5. 2 we have, “That which is Satya is that sun—the 
being who is in that orb and the being who is in the 
right eye...he destroys evils.” Are these two Satya- 
Vidyas one or different ? The Sutra says that they are 
one, inasmuch as the second text refers to the Satya of 
the earlier text by saying, “That which is Satya” etc. 
But it may be said that the result of these two medita¬ 
tions is different, as is seen from the texts: In the first 
it is said that such a person conquers these worlds, and 
in the second, that he destroys evils. In reality, how¬ 
ever, there is only one result in both cases, and the 
mention of result in the latter case is merely by way of 
praise of the further instruction given about Satya. 


Topic 25\ Attributes mentioned in ChL 8, 1. 1 and Brih, 
4, 4. 22 are to be combined on account of a number of common 

features in both the texts, 

STPIOTf^: II ^5. II 

(True) desire etc. in the other 

(those mentioned) in the other ^ and on 

account of the abode etc. 

39. (Qualities like true) desire etc. (mentioned 
in the Ghhdndogya are to be inserted) in the other 
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{Le, in the Brihad^ranyaka) and (those men¬ 
tioned) in the other {i.e, in the Brihad^ranyaka 
are also to be inserted in the Chhandogya), on 
account of the abode etc. (being the same in 
both). 

In the Chhandogya 8. 1. 1 we have “There is the 
city of Brahman and in it the palace-like lotus and in 
that the small ether. ... That is the Self” etc. Again in 
the Brihadaranyaka 4.4. 22 we have, “That great 
birthless Self which is identified with the intellect... 
lies in the ether that is within the heart.” The question 
is whether the two constitute one Vidya and hence the 
particulars are to be combined, or not. The Sutra 
says that they form one Vidya, and the qualities men¬ 
tioned in each are to be combined in the other, for 
many points are common to both. There is the same 
abode, the same Lord is the object of meditation, and 
so on. There is, however, one difference between the 
two texts. The Chhandogya treats of the Saguna 
Brahman while the Brihadaranyaka treats of the Nir- 
guna Brahman. But then as the Saguna Brahman is 
in reality one with the Nirguna, this Sutra prescribes 
combination of qualities for glorifying Brahman, and 
not for the purpose of Upasana. 

Topic 26: Prdndgnihotra need not be observed on days 

of fast, 

ii yo n 

aiKTig; On account of the respect shown 
there can be no emission. 
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40. On account of the respect shown (to the 
Prinagnihotra by the Sruti) there can be no 
omission (of this act). 


This Sutra gives the view of the opponent. 

In the Vaisvanara Vidya of the Ghhandogya the 
Upasaka, before he takes his meals is asked first to 
offer food to each of the Prdnas, saying, “To Prana I 
offer this.” The Sruti attaches such importance to this 
Pran^gnihotra that it enjoins food to be offered to the 
Pranas even before entertaining guests, whom all 
Hindus are supposed to attend before they take any 
food. The question is whether this Pranagnihotra is to 
be observed even on days of fasting. This Sutra says 
that there should be no omission of it, and so it must be 
observed even on fast days by sipping at least a few 
drops of water, since the Sruti attaches such impor¬ 
tance to it. 


dsa'Hicr ii v? ii 

When food is served from that 
for so (the Sruti) declares. 

41. When food is served, from that (the 
Pranagnihotra is to be performed), for so (the 
Sruti) declares. 

This refutes the view expressed in the last Sutra and 
says that the Pranagnihotra need not be performed on 
fasting days, for the Sruti says, “Therefore the first 
food which comes is meant for Homa. And he who 
offers that first oblation should offer it to Prana, saying 
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Svahi” (Chh. 5. 19. 1). The importance given by the 
Sruti is only to the effect that the first portion of the 
food, on those days when it is taken, should be offered 
to the Pranas, and not that it should be observed even 
on fasting days. 

Topic 27 1 Updsands mentioned in connection with certain 
sacrifices are not parts of them and hence are not inseparably 

connected with them. 

?rftnirk>»nfwT:, 51^:, 

II 11 

No rule about the inviolability of 
that that being seen (from the Sruti) sepa¬ 
rate for non-obstruction result. 

42. There is no rule about the inviolability of 
that (Le. Upasanis connected with certain sacri¬ 
fices) ; that is seen (from the Sruti itself); for a 
separate effect (belongs to the Upasanas), viz- 
non-obstruction (for the results of the sacrifice). 

The question whether certain Upasanas mentioned 
with some sacrifices are part of those sacrifices and 
therefore inseparably connected with them, is taken up 
for discussion. This Sutra says that such Upasanas do 
not form a part of the sacrifice, for there is no rule as to 
their inseparability. On the other hand the scripture 
clearly says that the sacrifice can be performed with or 
without them. “Therefore both he who knows this, and 
he who does not, perform the sacrifice*’ (Chh. 1. 1. 10). 
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See also Chh. 1. 10. 9. The Sruti, moreover, mentions 
a separate effect of the Upasanis apart from that of the 
sacrifice, viz- the non-obstruction {i.e, enhancement) 
of the results of the sacrifice. “The sacrifice which a 
man performs with knowledge etc. is more powerful*’ 
(Chh. 1. 1. 10). It means that the original sacrifice 
would have got its own results, but the Up^ana en¬ 
hances those results. So the results of the sacrifice with 
or without the Upasana are different. Therefore the 
Up^ana does not form part of the sacrifice, and hence 
may or may not be performed according to the pleasure 
of the sacrificer. Non-obstruction may be explained 
thus: The sacrifice without the Upasana would have 
had the prescribed results, but the Upisani prevents 
any obstruction to those results. This, however, does 
not make it a part of the sacrifice. Sometimes the results 
of the sacrifice are delayed owing to the intervention 
of any bad Karma of the sacrificer, but the Upasana 
destroys the effect of that, and the results are attained 
earlier. Here, however, the sacrifice does not depend 
upon the Upasana for its results, though they might 
have been delayed. Hence the Upasana is not a part of 
the sacrifice, and is therefore optional. 

Topic 28: Meditations on Vayu and Prana are to be kept 

separate in spite of the essential oneness of these two, 

agfaq II II 

JRRSRT As in the case of the offerings exactly 
cf?r that has been stated. 

43. (The meditations on V4yu and Prfina are 
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different owing to their different functions, though 
the two are essentially one); (it is) exactly as in 
the case of the offerings (of cakes to Indra the 
ruler, the monarch, and the sovereign separately). 
This has been stated (by Jaimini in Purva Mim4- 
msi-Sutras). 

In the Samvarga Vidya of the Chhandogya, medi¬ 
tation on Prana with reference to the body and on 
Vayu with reference to the gods is prescribed. Now 
many texts declare that Prana and Vayu are one in 
essence. So the opponent holds that the two medita¬ 
tions can be combined. The Sutra refutes tlie view and 
says that they are to be kept apart, in spite of the non- 
difference in nature of Vayu and Prana; for their func¬ 
tions due to their different abodes are different. Just 
as oblations are separately given to Indra the ruler, the 
monarch, and the sovereign according to his different 
capacities, though he is one god; so the meditations on 
Vayu and Prana have to be kept apart. This principle 
is established by Jaimini in Purva Mimamsa. 

Topic 29: The fires in Agnirahasya of the Brihaddranyaka 
are not part of the sacrificial act^ but constitute a separate 

Vidya, 

afe II w II 

On account of the abundance of indi¬ 
catory marks it (an indicatory mark) for is 
stronger that arfir also. 

44. On account of the abundance of indi- 
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catory marks (the fires of the mind, speech, etc. 
in the Agnirahasya of the Vijasaneyins do not 
form part of the sacrifice), for it (an indicatory 
mark) is stronger (than the context). That also 
(has been stated by Jaimini). 

In Agnirahasya of the Satapatha BrMimana certain 
fires, named after mind, speech, eyes, etc. are men¬ 
tioned. The question is whether these form part of the 
sacrifice mentioned therein, or form an independent 
Vidya. The Sutra says that in spite of the prima facie 
view which arises from the context, these constitute 
an independent Vidya. For there are many indicatory 
marks to show that these fires form a Vidya; and indi¬ 
catory marks are more forceful than the context, 
according to Purva Mimamsa, 





, II n II 


Alternative forms of the one mentioned 
first on account of the context ought to 

be pRT part of the sacrifice like the imaginary 

drink. 


45. (The fires spoken of in the previous Sutra 
are) alternative forms of the one mentioned first 
{i.e. the actual sacrificial fire) on account of the 
context; (they) ought to be part of the sacrifice 
like the imaginary drink. 

The opponent raises a fresh objection. In a certain 
sacrifice a Soma drink is offered to Prajapati, wherein 
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the earth is regarded as the cup and the sea as the 
Soma. This is a mental act only, and yet it forms a 
part of the sacrifice. So these fires also, though mental, 
Le, imaginary, are yet part of the sacrifice, and not an 
independent Vidya, because of the context. They are 
rather an alternative form of the first-mentioned actual 
fire. 


3?fd5«!ll^ II II 

On account of the extension (of the 
attributes of the first to these fires) ^ and. 

46. And on account of the extension (of the 
attributes of the actual fire to these imaginary 
fires). 

The opponent gives a further reason in support of 
his view. The Sruti in that passage attributes all the 
qualities of the actual fire to these imaginary fires. 
Hence they are part of the sacrifice. 

II v\9 II 

Vidya indeed ^ but because 

(the Sruti) asserts it, 

47. But (the fires) rather form a Vidya, be¬ 
cause (the Sruti) asserts it. 

‘But’ refutes the oppoment. The Sutra says that the 
fires constitute a Vidyi, for the text asserts that “They 
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are made of knowledge only,” and that “By knowledge 
and meditation they are made for him.” 

W n 

Because (of the indicatory marks) seen ^ 

and. 

48. And because (of the indicatory marks) 
seen. 

The indicatory marks are those referred to in Sutra 
44. 


fr II Ifs. II 

Because of the greater force of the 
Sruti etc. {Le, indicatory mark and syntactical connec¬ 
tion) ^ and ?T cannot be refuted. 

49. And because of the greater force of the 
Sruti etc. (i.e. indicatory mark and syntactical 
connection), (the view that the fires constitute a 
Vidya) cannot be refuted. 

The Sruti directly says, “All these fires are kindled 
with knowledge alone.” The indicatory mark is this: 
“All beings kindle these fires for him, even when he is 
asleep.” This continuity of the fires indicates that they 
are mental ones. An actual sacrifice is not continued 
during sleep. The syntactical connection is: “Through 
meditation alone are these fires of the worshipper 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


362 


[3.3.49 


kindled.” These three are more forcible than mere 
context. 





n Ko II 




sr^^^^rfcTwr: From the connection and so on (exten¬ 
sion etc.) even as other Vidyas are 

separate (it is) seen ^ and this has been 

said (by Jaimini). 


50. From the connection and so on (exten¬ 
sion etc.) (the fires constitute a separate Vidyi), 
even as other Vidyas (like the Sandilya Vidya) 
arc separate. And (it is) seen (that in spite of the 
context a sacrifice is treated as independent). 
This has been said (by Jaimini in Purva Mima- 
msa-Sutras). 

This Sutra gives additional reasons in support of 
the view set forth in Sutra 47. The text connects for 
purposes of Sampad Upasani (meditations based on 
resemblance) parts of a sacrifice with mental activities, 
e.g, “These fires are started mentally, the altars are 
set up mentally.. .everything connected with this sacri¬ 
fice are done mentally.” This is possible only if there is 
a sharp difference between things resembling each 
other. 

The fires form a separate Vidya even as the Sandilya 
Vidyi, Dahara Vidyi, etc. form separate Vidyas 
although mentioned along with sacrificial acts. More¬ 
over, it is seen in ihe sacrificial portion of the Vedas 
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the sacrifice Aveshti, though mentioned along with the 
Rajasuya sacrifice, is yet regarded as an independent 
sacrifice by Jaimini in his Purva Mimimsa-Sutras. 

wlWTfe: II K? II 

^ Not afPr in spite of the resemblance 

for it is seen as in the case of death *1 

for the world does not become (fire 
because of certain resemblances). 

51. In spite of the resemblance (of the fires to 
the imaginary drink, they do) not (form part of 
the sacrificial act), for it is seen (from the reasons 
adduced that they constitute an independent 
Vidya); (the mental affair here is) as in the case 
of death, for the world does not become (fire 
because of certain resemblances). 

This Sutra refutes the argument of the opponent 
given in Sutra 45. The resemblance cited by the oppo¬ 
nent there cannot stand, for on account of the reasons 
already adduced, viz> the Sruti, indicatory mark, etc., 
the fires in question subserve the purpose of man only, 
and not any sacrifice. Mere resemblance cannot justify 
the oposite view. Anything can resemble anything in 
certain respects; still the things are different. The re¬ 
semblance cited is like the common epithet ‘death’ 
applied to fire and the being in the sun. “The being in 
that orb is death indeed” (Sat. Br. 10. 5, 2. 3). “Fire 
is death” (Brih. 3.2.10). This resemblance cannot 



364 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [3.3.51 

make fire and the being in the sun one. Again we have: 
“This world is a fire indeed, O Gautama, the sun its 
fuel” etc. (Chh. 5. 4. 1). Here from the similarity of 
fuel and so on the earth does not actually become fire. 

From the subsequent (Brihmana) ^ and 
of the text the fact of being such 

on account of the abundance ^ but 3nj9P«r: connection. 

52. And from the subsequent (Brahmana) 
the fact of the text (under discussion) being such 
{i,e, enjoining a separate Vidya) (is known). But 
the connection (of the imaginary fires with the 
actual fire is) on account of the abundance (of 
the attributes of the latter that are imagined in 
these fires). 

In a subsequent Brahmana we have, “By knowledge 
they ascend there where all wishes are attained. Those 
skilled in works do not go there” etc. Here Vidya is 
praised and work depreciated. From this we find that 
what has been shown, viz^ that the fires form a Vidya, 
is the injunction of the Sruti. The connection of the 
fires with the actual fire is not because they form part 
of the sacrifice, but because many of the attributes of 
the real fire are imagined in the fires of the Vidya. 

Topic 30: The Self is a separate entity from the body. 

Till now the Upisanas have been discussed. But 
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the utility of these Up^sanas depends on the existence 
of an individual apart from the body who can reap the 
results of the Upasanas. In the absence of such an 
individual the Upasanas and even Vedanta teaching 
become useless. So in this topic the existence of an 
Atman apart from the body is taken up for discussion. 

tfF SfiriTJT: II II 

Some (deny) 3TR*T'f: (the existence) of an Atman 
(besides the body) (^tRt) (for It) exists 

(only) when there is a body. 

53. Some (deny) (the existence) of an Atman 
(separate from the body), (for It) exists (only) 
when there is a body. 

This Sutra gives the view of the Charvakas or mate¬ 
rialists, who deny the existence of an Atman other than 
the body. They say that man is only a body, having 
consciousness for its quality, and that consciousness is 
like the intoxicating property that is produced when 
certain materials are put together, none of which singly 
is intoxicating. They arrive at this conclusion in this way. 
Consciousness is seen to exist only when there is a body. 
Independent of the body it is nowhere experienced. 
Hence it is only a quality of the body. Therefore, there 
is no separate Self in this body. 

^ II Kvli 

Separateness for (conscious- 
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ness) does not exist even when there is the body fT 
not (so) g but as in the case of cognition. 

54. But not (so); (a Self) separate (from the 
body does exist), for (consciousness) does not 
exist even when there is the body (after death); 
as in the case of cognition. 

This Sutra refutes the view expressed in the previous 
one. Consciousness cannot be a quality of the body, for 
we do not find consciousness in a body after a person 
dies. So this consciousness is a quality of something 
different from and residing in the body. Again the 
Gharvakas also accept that the cognizer is different 
from the thing cognized. If so, since we experience our 
body, we who cognize it must be different from our 
body; and this thing which cognizes this body of ours 
is the Self, and consciousness is a quality of this Self, 
rather its nature. 

Topic 31: Updsands connected with sacrificial acts, e.g. the 
Udgitha Updsand, are valid for all Sdkhds, 

5T ^ II n II 

(Upasanas) connected with parts (of sac¬ 
rificial acts) g but ff not to (particular) Sakhds 

because in each Veda. 

55. But (the Upasanas) connected with parts 
(of sacrificial acts are) not (restricted) to (partic¬ 
ular) Sdkhds only of each Veda (but to all its 
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Sakhis), because (the same Upasan^ is described 
in all). 

There are certain Up4san^ mentioned in connec¬ 
tion with sacrificial acts, as, for example, the medita¬ 
tion on ‘Om’ which is connected with the Udgitha as 
Prana, or the meditation on the Udgitha as the earth 
and so on. The question is whether these meditations 
are enjoined with reference to the Udgitha and so on 
as belonging to a certain S4kha of a Veda or as belong¬ 
ing to all its Sakhas. The doubt arises because the 
Udgitha and so on are chanted differently in different 
Sakhas, and as such they may be considered different. 
Tliis Sutra refutes the view that they are so restricted, 
because the text speaks of these Upasanas in general, 
and so they are one in all the branches. 

II II 

Like Mantras etc. or else there 

is no contradiction. 

56. Or else like Mantras etc. there is no con¬ 
tradiction (here). 

Just as Mantras etc. mentioned in only one Sakh^ 
are used in another Sakha with respect to that partic¬ 
ular rite, so also the Upasanas connected with partic¬ 
ular rites in one Sakha of the Veda can be applied to 
the other Sakhas. 

Topic 32: Vaisvdnara Updsand is one entire Updsand, 

28 
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em f? ii kv9 ii 

On the entire form as in the case of 

sacrifice importance ^f^TT so for (the 

Sruti) shows. 

57. Importance (is given to the meditation) 
on the entire form (of Vaisvinara) as in the case 
of sacrifice; for so (the Sruti) shows. 

In the Chhandogya Upanishad 5. 11-18 we have the 
Vaisvanara Vidya, the meditation on the cosmic form 
of the Lord, where wc are asked to imagine that His 
head is the heavens, His eye the sun, and so on. In 
those sections we find different results mentioned for 
each part of the Upasana. For example, the result of 
meditating on His head as the Jieavens is: “He eats 
food, sees his dear ones, and has Vedic glory in his 
house” (Chh. 5. 12. 2). Now the question is whether 
the Sruti here speaks only of one Upasana on the whole 
cosmic form, or also piecemeal Upasanas. This Sutra 
says that it is the former. The separate results mentioned 
for detached Upasanas are to be combined into one 
aggregate with the principal meditation. That the 
Sruti intends only the entire Upasana is moreover 
known from the fact that it discourages part Upasana 
in such expressions as “Your head would have fallen 
if you had not come to me” (Chh. 5. 12. 2). The case is 
similar to certain sacrifices which include several minor 
sacrifices, the combined result of which completes that 
of the main sacrifices. That only one entire Upasana is 
• intended is also inf rred from the fact that the section 
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begins thus: “Which is our Self, which is the Brahman” 
(Chh. 5. 11. 1)—^which shows that the entire Brahman 
is sought as the object of meditation. It ends also thus: 
“Of that Vaisvanara Self Sutejas is the head” etc. 
(Chh. 5. 18. 2). 


Topic 33: Various Vidyds like the Sdndilya Vidyd^ Dahara 
Vidyd, and so on are to be kept separate and not combined 

into one entire Updsand. 

JiHT, ir k®; ii 

JTTHT Different owing to difference of 

words etc. 

58. (Various Vidyis like the Sandilya, Dahara, 
etc. are) different owing to difference of words 
etc. 

In the last Sutra it was shown that though the Sruti 
mentions meditations on parts of the cosmic form, yet 
the meditation on the entire form is what is intended 
by the Sruti. Following this argument the opponent 
says that as the object of meditation is the one Lord, 
we are to combine all the different Vidyas like the 
Sandilya Vidya, Dahara Vidya, Satya Vidya, and so 
on into one composite meditation on the Lord. This 
Sutra refutes that view and says that these different 
Vidyas are separate, because the Sruti prescribes them 
using different words, ‘He knows,’ ‘Let him meditate,’ 
‘Let him form the idea,’ etc. and this difference of 
terms is acknowledged to be a test of the difference of 
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acts by Purva Mimams^. ‘Etc.* refers to other reasons 
like the difference in qualities. Though the object of 
meditation is the one Lord, yet owing to the difference 
in qualities that are imagined in different Upasanis 
He is different. Moreover, it is an impossibility to 
combine all the various Vidyis into one. So the different 
Vidyas are to be kept separate, and not combined into 
one general meditation. 

Topic 34: Among Vidyas relating to Brahman any one alone 
should be selected according to one's choice. 

II KS. II 

Option on account of (all 

Vidyas) having the same result. 

59. There is option (with respect to the several 
Vidyas), because the result (of all the Vidyas) is 
the same. 

As the result of all the Vidyas is the realization of 
Brahman, it is enough if one takes up any one of them 
according to his liking and sticks to it till he reaches 
the goal. And once Brahman is realized through one of 
these Vidyas, resorting to another is useless. Besides, 
to practise more than one meditation at a time would 
only distract one’s mind and thereby retard one’s 
progress. Therefore one must restrict oneself to one 
particular Vidy^. 

Topic 35: Meditations yielding special desires may or may not 

be combined according to liking. 
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an, 

It %o w 

^I^i: Vidyas for particular desires 5 but 
according to one’s desire one may combine 

?r ^ or not 5 #-|g-BT^TRTq on account of the absence 
of the preceding reason. 

60. But Vidyis for particular desires may be 
combined or not according to one’s desire on 
account of the absence of the reason (mentioned 
in the) previous (Sutra). 

In the last Sutra it was said that any one of the 
Vidyas about Brahman should be taken up, and that 
more than one at a time should not be taken up, be¬ 
cause each Vidya was quite sufficient and more than 
one would distract the mind. Now there are various 
Vidyas which are practised not for the realization of 
Brahman, but to yield some particular desire. As, for 
example, in the Ghhandogya 3.15.2; 7.1.5. The 
question is whether one is to restrict oneself to only one 
of these Vidyas, or can practise more than one at a time. 
This Sutra says that as the results are different, unlike 
that of the Brahma-Vidyas, one can take up more 
than one Vidyi or not according to one’s pleasure. 


Topic 36: Meditations connected with members of sacrificial 
acts may or may not be combined according to liking, 

ii ii 
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With regard (to meditations) connected 
with members (of sacrificial acts) it is as 

with (the members) with which they are connected. 

61. With regard (to meditations) connected 
with members (of sacrificial acts) it is as with (the 
members) with which they are connected. 

Sutras 61-64 give the view of the opponent. Different 
instructions connected with a sacrifice are mentioned in 
the different Vedas. Now the scriptures themselves say 
that all these members mentioned in the different 
Vedas arc to be combined for the due performance of 
the main one. The question now is, what is the rule to 
be followed with respect to the Upasanas connected 
with these members? This Sutra says that the same 
rule which applies to the members applies also to the 
Upasanas connected with them. In other words, all 
these Upasanas are also to be combined. 


%??? II II 

From the injunction of the Sruti ^ and. 

62. And from the injunction of the Sruti. 

Even as the members are scattered in the different 
Vedas, so are also the meditations connected with them. 
There is no difference as regards the injunction of the 
Sruti with respect to these meditations. 


II II 
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63. On account of the rectification. 

A further reason is given by the opponent. 

“Now verily that which is Udgitha is ‘Om/ and that 
which is ‘Om’ is Udgitha. (If one knows this) then from 
the seat {i.e, through proper functioning) of the Hotri 
(he) rectifies all defective singing (of the Udgatri)” 
(Chh. 1. 5. 5). Here it is said that the mistakes com¬ 
mitted by the Udgatri (chanting priest of the Sama- 
Veda) are rectified by the recitation of the Hotri 
(invoking priest of the Rig-Veda), wliich shows that the 
meditations, though they are given in the different 
Vedas, are yet interlinked. So all of them have to be 
observed. 


II II 

From the Sriiti declaring the feature 
‘Om’ as being common to all the Vedas ^ and. 

64. And from the Sruti declaring the syllable 
‘Om’ which is a common feature (of the Udgitha 
Vidya), to be common to all the Vedas. 

“Through this does the Vedic Vidya proceed” (Chh. 
1. 1. 9). This is said with reference to the syllable ‘Om’ 
which is common to all the Vedas and all the Upasanas 
in them. This shows that as the abode of all Vidyas is 
common, so are the Vidyas that abide in it, and there¬ 
fore all of them are to be observed. 


II II 
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^ qfT Rather not their correlation not 

being mentioned by the Sruti, 

65. (The meditations connected with mem¬ 
bers of sacrificial acts are) rather not (to be com¬ 
bined), as the Sruti does not say that they are so 
correlated. 

This and the following Sutra give the conclusion. 
The rule for combining the instructions regarding sacri¬ 
fices that are scattered in all the Vedas cannot be 
applied with respect to the Upasanas connected with 
them. In the former case, if the instructions are not 
combined, the sacrifice itself will fail. But not so if the 
Upasanas are not practised, for Upasanas only en¬ 
hance the results of the sacrifice. {Vide 3. 3. 42). They 
are not inseparable from the sacrifice. So they may or 
may not be practised. 

II II 

Because the Sruti says so and. 

66. And because the Sruti says so. 

“The Brahma (superintending priest) who knows 
this protects the sacrifice, the sacrificer, and all the 
other priests” (Ghh. 4. 17. 10). This shows that the 
scriptures do not intend that all the meditations should 
go together. If it were so, then all the priests would 
know all of them and there is no sense in the Sruti 
distinguishing the qualified superintending priest from 
the rest. 

The meditations, therefore, may or may not be 
combined according to one’s taste. 



CHAPTER III 


Section IV 

In the last section were discussed the Vidyas, the 
means to the knowledge of Brahman. This section dis¬ 
cusses whether this knowledge of Brahman is connected 
with ritualistic work through the agent, or whether it 
independently serves the purpose of man (Purushartha). 
Man tries to attain the fulfilment of his desires, dis¬ 
charge of duties, acquisition of wealth, and Liberation. 
The question is whether knowledge of Brahman serves 
any of these purposes, or is merely connected with 
sacrificial acts in so far as it imparts to the agent a 
certain qualification. 

Topic T. Knowledge of Brahman is not subordinate to 

sacrificial acts, 

II ? II 

Purpose of man 3r^: from this from 
the scriptures thus (says) B^darayana. 

1. From this (results) the purpose of man, 
because of the scriptures; thus (says) Badarayana. 

B^darayana basing his arguments on the Sruti texts 
says that the knowledge of Brahman eflfects man’s 
highest purpose and is not a part of sacrificial acts. It 
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leads to Liberation. The scriptural authority referred 
to is texts like: “The knower of the Self goes beyond 
grief’’ (Ghh. 7. 1.3); “He who knows that Supreme 
Brahman becomes indeed Brahman” (Mu. 3. 2. 9); 
“The knower of Brahman attains the Highest” (Taitt. 
2 . 1 ). 


ii ^ ii 

On account of being supplementary (to 
sacrificial acts) arc mere praise of the 

agent zr^rr even as in other cases thus (says) 

wftrfiT: Jaimini. 

2. Because (the Self) is supplementary (to 
sacrificial acts), (the fruits of the knowledge of 
the Self) are mere praise of the agent, even as in 
other cases; thus says Jaimini. 

According to Jaimini the Vedas merely prescribe 
acts to attain certain purposes including Liberation, 
and nothing more. He argues that the knowledge of 
the Self does not yield any independent results, as 
Vedanta holds, but is connected with the acts through 
the agent. No one undertakes a sacrificial act unless 
he is conscious of the fact that he is different from the 
body and that after death he will go to heaven, where 
he will enjoy the results of his sacrifices. Texts dealing 
with Self-knowledge serve merely to enlighten the agent 
and so arc subordinate to sacrificial acts. The fruits, 
however, which the Vedanta texts declare with regard 
to Self-knowledge are merely praise, even as texts 
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declare such results by way of praise with respect to 
other matters. In short, Jaimini holds that by the 
knowledge that his Self will outlive the body, the agent 
becomes qualified for sacrificial actions, even as other 
things become fit in sacrifices through purificatory 
ceremonies. 


II ^ II 

3n’^T-5r?n’?TRr Because of the conduct found (from 
the scriptures). 

3. Because we find (from the scriptures such) 
conduct (of men of realization). 

“Janaka, emperor of Videha, performed a sacrifice 
in which gifts were freely distributed” (Brih. 3. 1. 1); 
“I am going to perform a sacrifice, sirs” (Ghh. 5. 11. 5), 
Now both Janaka and Asvapati were knowers of the 
Self. If by this knowledge of the Self they had attained 
Liberation, there was no need for them to perform 
sacrifices. But the two texts quoted show that they did 
perform sacrifices. This proves that it is through sacrifi¬ 
cial acts alone that one attains Liberation, and not 
through the knowledge of the Self, as the Vedantins 
hold. 


II Y II 

Because the scriptures directly declare that, 
4. That (vz^. that knowledge of the Self stands 



378 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [3.4.4 

in a subordinate relation to sacrificial acts) the 
scriptures directly declare. 

. “That alone which is performed with knowledge, 
faith, and meditation becomes more powerful” (Chh. 
1. 1. 10); This text clearly shows that knowledge is a 
part of the sacrificial act. 

II K II 

5. Because the two (knowledge and work) go 
together (with the departing soul to produce 
the results). 

“It is followed by knowledge, work, and past ex¬ 
perience” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). This text shows that knowl¬ 
edge and work go together with the soul and produce 
the effect which it is destined to enjoy. Knowledge 
independently is not able to produce any such effect. 

II %. II 

For such (as know the purport of the Vedas) 
f^«rr*TT^ because (the scriptures) enjoin (work). 

6. Because (the scriptures) enjoin (work) for 
such (as know the purport of the Vedas). 

The scriptures enjoin work only for those who have a 
knowledge of the Vedas, which includes the knowledge 
of the Self. Hence Knowledge does not independently 
produce any result. 
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II V9 II 

On account of prescribed rules ^ and. 

4 

7. And on account of prescribed rules. 

‘Terforniing works here let a man wish to live a 
hundred years” (Is, 2); “Agnihotra is a sacrifice lasting 
up to old age and death; for through old age one is 
freed from it or through death” (Sat. Brah. 12. 4. 1. 1). 
From such prescribed rules also we find that Knowl¬ 
edge stands in a subordinate relation to work. 


ii =: ii 

Because (the scriptures) teach (the 
Supreme Self to be) something over and above g 
but BMarayana’s (view) such Le. 

correct for that is seen (from the scriptures), 

8. But because (the scriptures) teach (the 
Supreme Self to be) other (than the agent), 
Badardyana’s (view is) correct; for that is seen 
(from the scriptures). 

Sutras 2-7 give the view of the Mimdmsakas, which 
is refuted in Sutras 8-17. 

The Vedanta texts do not teach the limited self, 
which is the agent, but the Supreme Self, which is 
different from the agent. Thus the knowledge of the 
Self which the Vedanta texts declare is different fi:om 
that knowledge of the self which an agent possesses. 
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The knowledge of such a Self, which is free from all 
limiting adjuncts, not only does not help, but puts an 
end to all actions. That the Vedanta texts teach the 
Supreme Self is clear from such texts as the following: 
“He who perceives all and knows all” (Mu. 1. 1. 9); 
“Under the mighty rule of this Immutable, O Gargi” 
etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 9). 


g II 5. II 

Equal g but WfTJJ declarations of the Sruti, 

9. But the declarations of the Sruti equally 
support both views. 

This Sutra refutes the view expressed in Sutra 3. 
There it was shown that Janaka and others even after 
attaining Knowledge were engaged in work. This 
Sutra says that scriptural authority equally supports 
the view that for one who has attained Knowledge 
there is no work. “Knowing this very Self the Brah- 
manas renounce the desire for sons, for wealth, and for 
the worlds, and lead a mendicant life” (Brih. 3. 5. 1). 
We also see from the scriptures that knowers of the 
Self like Yajnavalkya gave up work. “ ‘This much 
indeed is (the means of) immortality, my dear.’ Saying 
this Ydjnavalkya left home” (Brih. 4. 5. 15). The work 
of Janaka and others was characterized by non-attach¬ 
ment, and as such it was practically no work; so the 
Mim^msa argument is weaic. 


3ifli4r^+i II ?o II 
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10. (The declaration of the scripture referred 
to in Sutra 4) is not universally true. 


The declaration of the Sruti that knowledge enhances 
the fruit of the sacrifice does not refer to all knowledge, 
as it is connected only with the Udgitha, which is the 
topic of the section. 

ffWT: (There is) division of knowledge and work 
as in the case of a hundred (divided between 
two persons). 

11. (There is) division of knowledge and work, 
as in the case of a hundred (divided between two 
persons). 

This Sutra refutes Sutra 5. “It is followed by knowl¬ 
edge, work, and past experiences” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). Here 
we have to take knowledge and work in a distributive 
sense, meaning that knowledge follows one and work 
another. Just as when we say a hundred be given to 
these two persons, we divide it into two halves and give 
each man fifty. There is no combination of the two. 
Even without this explanation Sutra 5 can be refuted. 
For the text quoted refers only to knowledge and work, 
which concern the transmigrating soul, and not an 
emancipated soul. For the passage, “Thus does the man 
who desires (transmigrate)” (Brih. 4. 4. 6) shows that 
the previous text refers to the transmigrating self. And 
of the emancipated soul Sruti says, “But the man who 
never desires (never transmigrates)” etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 6). 
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12. (The scriptures enjoin work) only on those 
who have read the Vedas. 

This Sutra refutes Sutra 6. 

Those who have read the Vedas and known about 
the sacrifices are entitled to perform work. No work is 
prescribed for those who have knowledge of the Self 
from the Upanishads. Such a knowledge is incom¬ 
patible with work. 

?r, 3jfc|^qid^ II II 

?r Not owing to the absence of any 

specification. 

13. Because there is no special mention (of the 
Jnani, it does) not (apply to him). 

This Sutra refutes Sutra 7. The text quoted there 
from the Isa Upanishad is a general statement, and 
there is no special mention in it that it is applicable to 
a Jnani also. In the absence of such a specification it is 
not binding on him. 


For the praising (of Knowledge) 
permission ^ or rather. 

14. Or rather the permission (to do work) is 
for praising (Knowledge). 
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The injunction to do work for the knowers of the 
Self is for the glorification of this Knowledge. The 
praise involved in it is this: A knower of the Self may 
work all his life, but on account of this Knowledge he 
will not be bound by its effects. 

II II 

According to their choice ^ and some. 

15. And some according to their choice (have 
refrained from all work). 

In Sutra 3 it was said that Janaka and others were 
engaged in work even after Knowledge. This Sutra says 
that some have of their own accord given up all work. 
The point is that after Knowledge some may choose to 
work to set an example to others, while others may give 
up all work. There is no binding on the knowers of the 
Self as regards work. 


^ II H 

Destruction ^ and. 

16. And (the scriptures say that the) de¬ 
struction (of all qualifications for work results 
from Knowledge). 

Knowledge destroys all ignorance and its products 
like agent, act, and result. “But when to the knower of 
Brahman everything has become the Self, then what 
should one see and through what” etc. (Brih. 4. 5. 15). 

. 29 
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The knowledge of the Self is antagonistic to all work 
and so cannot possibly be subsidiary to work. 

51^ II il 

To those who observe continence ^ and 
(this Asrama is mentioned) in the scriptures ff 
because. 

17. And (Knowledge belongs) to those who 
observe commence {i.e, to Sannyasins); because 
(this fourth Asrama is mentioned) in the scrip¬ 
tures. 

The scriptures declare that Knowledge is gained in 
that stage of life in which continence is prescribed, i.e. 
the fourth stage or Sannyasa Asrama. To a Sanny^in 
there is no work prescribed except discrimination. So 
how can knowledge be subservient to work ? That there 
is a stage of life called Sannyasa we find from the 
scriptures themselves in texts like: “There are three 
branches of duty; sacrifice, study and charity are the 
first. .. .All these attain to the worlds of the virtuous; 
but only one who is firmly established in Brahman 
attains immortality” (Chh. 2.23. 1-2); “Desiring this 
world (the Self) alone monks renounce their homes” 
(Brih. 4. 4. 22). See also Mu. 1.2. 11 and Chh. 5. 10. 1. 
Everyone can take to this life without being a house¬ 
holder etc., which shows the independence of Knowl¬ 
edge. 


Topic 2: Sannyasa is prescribed by .the scriptures. 
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'KIW' % ajtjcR^ f| 11 Id II 

qTTR^ Mere reference ^pTfff: Jaimini areft^ there 
is no injunction ^ and apr^fir ^ because (the scrip¬ 
ture) condemns (it). 

18. Jaimini (thinks that in the texts referred 
to in the last Sutra there is) a mere reference (to 
Sannyasa), and not injunction, because (other 
texts) condemn (Sannyasa). 

In the text quoted in the last Sutra (Ghh. 2. 23. 1) 
Jaimini says that as there is no word showing that 
Sannyasa is enjoined on man, it is a mere reference and 
not an injunction. The Brihadaranyaka text quoted in 
the last Sutra says that some persons do like that. Sruti 
here makes a mere statement of fact. It does not enjoin 
Sannyasa. Moreover, the text here praises steadfastness 
in Brahman. “But only one who is firmly established 
in Brahman attains immortality.” Sacrifice, study, 
charity, austerity, studentship, and lifelong celibacy 
result in the attainment of the virtuous world. But 
immortality is gained only by him who is firmly estab¬ 
lished in Brahman. That is what the text says. Further, 
there are other texts which condemn Sannyasa. 
“Having brought to your teacher the wealth that he 
likes, do not cut off the line of progeny” (Taitt. 1. 11); 
“To him who is without a son (this) world does not 
belong” (Taitt. Br. 7. 13. 12) and so on. 


II II 

Ought to be gone through BMari- 
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yana ?rFRI^: for the scriptural text refers equally to 
all the four Asramas. 

19. Badariyana (thinks that Sannyasa or 
monastic life) also must be gone through, for the 
scriptural text (cited) refers equally to all the four 
Asramas (stages of life). 

In the text cited, sacrifice etc. refer to the house¬ 
holder’s life, penance to Vanaprastha, studentship to 
Brahmacharya and ‘one who is firmly established in 
Brahman’ to Sannyasa. So the text equally refers to 
all the four stages of life. The text relating to the first 
three stages refers to what is enjoined elsewhere. So also 
does the text relating to Sannyasa. Hence Sannyasa 
also is enjoined and must be gone through by all. 

II Ro 11 

Injunction or rather as in the case 

of the carrying (of the sacrificial fuel). 

20. Or rather (there is an) injunction (in this 
text), as in the case of the carrying (of the sacri¬ 
ficial fuel). 

This Sutra now tries to establish that there is an in¬ 
junction about Sannyasa in the Chhandogya passage 
cited. There is a Sruti text referring to Agnihotra per¬ 
formed for the manes, which runs as follows: “Let him 
approach, carrying the sacrificial fuel below; for above 
he carries it for the gods.” The last clause Jaimini 
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interprets as an injunction, though there is no word in 
it to that effect, because such an injunction is nowhere 
else to be found in the scriptures. On account of its 
newness (Apurvat^) it is an injunction. Following this 
argument this Sutra says that in Ghh. 2. 23. 1 there is 
an injunction with respect to Sannyasa, and not a mere 
reference, as it is not enjoined anywhere else. More¬ 
over, there are Sruti texts which directly enjoin San¬ 
nyasa: “Or else he may wander forth from the students’ 
life, or from the house, or from the forest” (Jab. 4). 

Again Jaimini himself says that even glorification, to 
be relevant, must be in a complementary relation to an 
injunction. In the text cited steadfast devotion to 
Brahman is being praised, and so it has an injunctive 
value. Now is it possible for one engaged in sacrificial 
rites etc. to be wholly devoted to Brahman? Devotion 
to Brahman means constant meditation on It without 
any disturbing thought. Such a thing is impossible for 
a householder engaged in ritualistic work. It is possible 
only for a Sannyasin who has renounced all work, and 
not for others. 

Neither is it true that Sannyasa is prescribed only for 
those who are lame, blind, etc., and therefore unfit for 
ritualistic work. The text cited above (Jab. 4) makes no 
such difference. Moreover, Sannyasa is meant as a 
means to the realization of Brahman, and it is to be 
acquired in a regular prescribed way. “The wandering 
mendicant with coloured dress, shaven-headed, accept¬ 
ing no gifts, qualifies himself for the realization of 
Brahman.” Therefore Sannyasa is prescribed by the 
scriptures and Knowledge, because it is enjoined on 
Sannyasins, is independent of work. 
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Topic 3: Scriptural statements as in Chh. 1, L 3 which 
refer to Vidyds are not merely glorijicatory but enjoin the 

meditations. 


%cr, ?T, arq^rciw;^ II II 

Mere praise ^T^FTRT because of their 
refereace (to parts of sacrificial acts) ^ if it be 
said not so on account of its newness. 

21. If it be said (that reference as in Chh. 
1. 1.3) arc mere praise because of their reference 
(to parts of sacrificial act), (we say) not so, be¬ 
cause here it is mentioned for the first time. 

“That Udgitha (Om) is the best essence of the 
essences, the supreme, deserving the highest place, the 
eighth’* (Chh. 1.1.3), “This earth is Rik, and fire 
Saman” (Chh. 1.6. 1). The opponent holds that these 
are mere praise, and no injunction to meditate on ‘Om’ 
and so on. These passages arc akin to, “The ladle is 
the earth,” “The tortoise is the sun,” which simply 
glorify the ladle and so on. This view of the opponent 
is refuted in the latter half of the Sutra. The analogy 
is not correct. Glorification to have a purpose must be 
in complementary relation to an injunction. The pas¬ 
sages quoted for analogy stand in proximity to injunc¬ 
tive passages, and so they can be taken as praise. But 
the passage of the Chhindogya where Udgitha ‘Om’ 
is described as the essence of essences, is mentioned in 
the Upanishad, and so cannot be taken along with the 
injunctions about Udgitha in the Karmakanda. As such, 
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on account of the newness it is an injunction and not 
mere glorification. 


II II 

There being words expressive of injunc¬ 
tion ^ and. 

22. And there being words expressive of in¬ 
junction. 

“Let one meditate on *Om’ (of) the Udgitha” (Ghh. 
1. 1. 1). In this passage we have a clear injunction to 
meditate on ‘Om’. On the face of this we cannot inter¬ 
pret the text cited in the last Sutra as mere glorificatory 
of ‘Om’. 

Topic 4 : The stories recorded in the Upanishads do not serve 
the purpose of Pdriplavas and so do not form part of the 
ritualistic acts. They are meant to glorify the Vidyd taught 

in them. 




For the purpose of Pariplavas ^ if it 
be said ?r not so on account of (certain stories 

alone) being specified. 


23. If it be said (that the stories that occur in 
the Upanishads are) for the purpose of Piripla- 
vas, (we say) not so, because (certain stories 
alone) arc specified (by the Sruti for this purpose). 
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In the Asvamedha sacrifice, which lasts for one year, 
the sacrificer and his family are expected to hear at 
intervals the recital of certain stories. These are known 
as Pariplavas, and form part of the ritualistic acts. The 
question is whether Upanishadic stories also serve this 
purpose, in which case they become part of the rites, 
and this means that the whole of Jnanakanda becomes 
subservient to Karmakanda. The stories referred to are 
those relating to Yajnavalkya and Maitreyi, Pratar- 
dana and so on, which we find in the Brihadaranyaka, 
Kaushitaki and other Upanishads. 

This Sutra denies that they serve the purpose of 
Pariplavas, for the scripture specifies the stories that 
are meant for this purpose. Any and every story cannot 
serve this purpose. Upanishadic stories are not men¬ 
tioned in this category. 

OTT il R'i \\ 

So ^ and being connected as 

one whole. 

24. And so (they are meant to illustrate the 
nearest Vidyas), being connected as one whole. 

The stories while not serving the purpose of Pari¬ 
plavas are intended to introduce the Vidyis. The story 
form is meant to catch the imagination of the student, 
who will thereby be more attentive to the Vidy^ 
described. 

Topic 5: Sonnydsins need not observe ritualistic actSy as 
Knowledge serves their purpose. 
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=^inTVfHr.=|Rjrf|«in II II 

3r^q^ Therefore ^ and 3rp5r-lf^^?lTf3r-3nT^ no neces¬ 
sity of lighting fires etc. 

25. And, therefore, there is no necessity of 
lighting fires, and so on. 

In Sutra 3.4. 1 it was said that the knowledge of the 
Self results in the attainment of the highest Purushirtha 
or goal of life. Therefore the lighting of fires for sacri¬ 
fices and other similar acts enjoined on the house¬ 
holders etc. need not be observed by Sannyasins, as 
Knowledge alone fulfils their object. 


Topic 6: Nevertheless works prescribed by the scriptures 
are useful as they are an indirect means to 

Knowledge, 

^ 11 11 

There is the necessity of all works ^ and 
for the scriptures prescribe sacrifices etc. (as 
means to Knowledge) even as the horse. 

26. And there is the necessity of all works, for 
the scriptures prescribe sacrifices etc. (as means 
to the attainment of Knowledge, though they are 
unnecessary for the attainment of its results, viz> 
Liberation), even as the horse (is used to draw a 
chariot and not for ploughing). 
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From the previous Sutra we may conclude that works 
are altogether useless. This Sutra says that all these 
works are useful, and that even the scriptures prescribe 
them, since they serve as a means to Knowledge. But 
they have no part in producing the result of this Knowl¬ 
edge, viz* Liberation. It comes only from Knowledge 
and not from work. Work purifies the mind, and the 
knowledge of the Self is manifested in such a pure mind. 
So works have a place as a means to Knowledge, though 
an indirect one. 



: ^mrsnsPr 




One must possess calmness, self- 
control, and the like cHTT STfir even if it be so ^ but 
since they are enjoined as helps to 

knowledge and therefore they 

have necessarily to be observed. 


27. But even if it be so [i.e. even though there 
is no injunction to do work to attain Knowledge 
in the text [Brih. 4. 4. 22]) one must possess 
calmness, self-control, and the like, since these 
are enjoined as helps to Knowledge, and therefore 
have necessarily to be observed. 

“The Brahmanas seek to know It through the study 
of the Vedas, sacrifices, charity” etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 22). In 
this text there is no word to show that sacrifice is en¬ 
joined on one who wants to know Brahman. So the 
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Opponent says that there is no need at all of work for 
an aspirant of Knowledge. This Sutra says that even 
if it be so, yet control of the senses etc. are enjoined by 
the Sruti: “Therefore he who knows it as such becomes 
self-controlled, calm...sees the Self in his self” etc. 
(Brih. 4. 4. 23). This passage is injunctive in character, 
for ‘therefore’ expresses praise of the subject-matter 
and hence is connected with an injunction, because in 
the absence of an injunction the praise would be pur¬ 
poseless. Since these qualities are enjoined, they have 
necessarily to be practised. Self-control etc. directly help 
the attainment of Knowledge, while work helps it in¬ 
directly. 


Topic 7\ Restrictions as regards food may be waived only 

when life is at stake, 

d'^%r«nd, II II 

Permission to take all sorts of food 
when life is jeopardized because the 

Sruti declares that. 

28. (Only) when life is jeopardized (there is) 
permission to take food indiscriminately, because 
the Sruti declares that. 

“For one who knows this, there is nothing that is not 
food” (Chh. 5. 2. 1). The opponent holds that on 
account of the newness of the statement it is enjoined 
on one who meditates on Prana. Such a statement 
being found nowhere else, it has an injunctive value. 
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This Sutra refutes it and says that it is not an injunction, 
but only a statement of fact, and where the idea of an 
injunction does not arise, we are not justified in assum¬ 
ing one. Prohibited food may be eaten only when life 
is in danger, as was done by the sage Ghikr^yana when 
he was dying for want of food. This fact we get from 
the Sruti. 


II II 

because of a non-contradiction (thus) ^ 

and. 

29. And because (thus) (the scriptural state¬ 
ments with respect to food) are not contradicted. 

“When the food is pure the mind becomes pure” 
(Ghh. 7. 26, 2). This statement will not be contradicted 
only if the explanation given is taken, and not otherwise. 

arft ^ II II 

3rPT ^ Moreover the Smritis say so. 

30. Moreover the Smritis (also) say so. 

The Smritis also say that both those who have 
Knowledge and those who have not can take any food 
when life is in danger; then it is not sinful. But they 
prohibit various kinds of food as objectionable. 


lU? II 
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The scriptural text ^ and srt: hence 3r^r«H»T^ 
prohibiting licence. 

31. And hence the scriptural text prohibiting 
licence. 

There are scriptural passages prohibiting one from 
doing everything just as one pleases. Licence, freedom 
from all discipline, cannot help us to attain Knowledge. 
“Therefore a Brahmana must not drink liquor” (K^tha- 
ka Sam.). Such Sruti texts are meant for this discipline. 

Therefore it is established that the Sruti does not 
enjoin on one who meditates on Prana to take all kinds 
of food indiscriminately. 

Topic 8: The duties of the Asrama are to he performed 
by even one who is not desirous of Knowledge, 

II ^5? II 

Because they are enjoined ^ and 
duties of the Asrama (order of life) stPf also. 

32. And the duties of the Asrama (are to be 
performed) also (by him who does not desire 
Liberation), because they are enjoined (on him 
by the scriptures). 

In Sutra 25 it was said that works are a means to 
Knowledge. The question is raised, since it is so why 
should one who does not desire Knowledge do these 
works? This Sutra says that since these duties are en- 
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joined on all who are in these Asramas or stages of life, 
viz* student life, householder’s life, and hermit life, one 
should observe them. 

^ II II 

As a means to Knowledge ^ and. 

33. And (the duties are to be performed also) 
as a means to Knowledge. 

Here we have to understand that the duties are help¬ 
ful in producing Knowledge, but not its fruit, viz* 
Liberation, which is not attainable except through 
Knowledge. 

cT ii ii 

3rpT In all cases ^ the same duties (have 
to be performed) because of the twofold 

indicatory mark. 

34. In all cases the same duties (have to be 
performed), because of the twofold indicatory 
mark. 

The question is raised whether the work done as 
enjoined on the Asramas and those done as aids to 
Knowledge are of two different kinds. This Sutra says 
that in either case, whether as duties of the Asramas 
or as aids to Knowledge, the same duties are to be done, 
as is seen from the Sruti and the Smriti texts. 
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“The Brihmanas seek to know It through the study 
of the VedaSj sacrifices” etc. (Brih. 4« 4. 22). This text 
shows that sacrifices etc. enjoined in Karmak^nda for 
different purposes are to be performed as means to 
Knowledge also. The Smriti also says the same thing. 
“He who performs obligatory work without desire for 
fruits” etc. (Gita 6. 1). Those very obligatory duties 
subserve Knowledge also. 

^ II II 

Not being overpowered ^ and the 

scripture shows. 

35. And the scripture shows (that one endow¬ 
ed with Brahmacharya) is not overpowered (by 
anger etc.). 

“For that self does not perish which one attains by 
Brahmacharya” (Ghh. 8. 5. 3). This text also shows 
that like work Brahmacharya etc. are also means to 
Knowledge. One endowed with it is not overcome by 
anger, jealousy, etc., and his mind not being disturbed 
he is able to practise Knowledge. 

Therefore works are obligatory on the Asramas and 
are also means to Knowledge. 

Topic 9: Those who stand midway between two Asramas 
are also entitled to Knowledge, 

sPtRT ^ g, II II 

aRPCT (Persons standing) in between (two Asramas) 
^ and arPr g also such cases being seen. 
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36. And (persons standing) in between (two 
Asramas) are also (entitled to Knowledge), be¬ 
cause such cases are seen. 

The question is raised whether persons of dubious 
position—who have not the means etc. to do the duties 
of an Asrama, or who stand midway between two 
Asramas, as for example a widower—are entitled to 
Knowledge or not. The opponent holds that they are 
not, since they cannot do the works of any Asrama 
which are means to Knowledge. This Sutra says that 
they are entitled, for such cases are seen from the scrip¬ 
tures, as for example Raikva and Gargi, who had the 
knowledge of Brahman. Vide Chh. 4. I and Brih. 3. 6 
and 8. 


3rPl ^ II ?V9 II 

^ Further the Smriti records such cases.. 

37. The Smriti also records such cases. 

Samvarta and other Rishis, without doing the works 
enjoined on the Asramas, became great Yogis. 

II II 

Favour due to special works ^ and. 

38. And special works favour (Knowledge). 

A widower, who cannot be said to be a householder 
in the proper sense of the word or a poor man who has 
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not the means to perform the duties of the Asrama, can 
attain Knowledge through special works like prayer, 
fasting, Japa etc., which are not opposed to the condi¬ 
tion of those who do not belong to any Asrama. 


II II 

3RT: Than this 5 but the other better 
because of the indicatory marks ^ and. 


39. But better than this is the other (state of 
being in some Asrama or other), (being main¬ 
tained by the Sruti and the Smriti) and because 
of the indicatory marks (in the Sruti and the 
Smriti). 


Though it is possible for one who stands between 
two Asramas to attain Knowledge, yet both the Sruti 
and Smriti say directly and indirectly that it is a better 
means to Knowledge to belong to some Asrama. “The 
Brahmanas seek to know It through.. .sacrifices” etc. 
(Brill. 4. 4. 22)—this is a direct statement of the Sruti; 
“Any other knower of Brahman who has done good 
deedjs” etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 9), and “Let not a Brahmana 
stay even for a day outside the Asrama”—these are 
indirect statements of the Sruti and Smriti respectively* 


Topic 10: One who has taken the vow of lifelong celihcu^ 
(Sannydsa) cannot revert hack to his former stages of life. 


30 


11 Vo II 
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For one who has attained that (the highest 
Asrama) ^ but »r no ceasing from that of 

Jaimini (is this opinion) arpT also pT3T»T-arasr^«T-3nn%^: on 
account of restrictions prohibiting such reversion. 

^ 40. But for one who has risen to the highest 
Asrama {Le, Sannyisa) there is no reverting (to 
the preceding ones), on account of restrictions 
prohibiting such reversion. Jaimini also (is of this 
opinion). 

The question whether one who has embraced San- 
ny&sa can go back to the previous Asrama is taken up 
for discussion. This Sutra says that he cannot, because 
the Sruti expressly forbids it. “He is to go to the forest, 
he is not to return from there.” But there are no rules 
allowing a reversion, like those which sanction the 
ascent to higher Asramas. It is also against approved 
custom. So one cannot revert from Sannyasa. 

Topic 11: Expiation for one who transgresses the vow of 

lifelong celibacy, 

II v? II 

5T Not ^ and (expiation) mentioned in 

the chapter dealing with the qualification arPT even 
because a fall (in his case) is inferred 
from the Smriti and because of its inefficacy 

(in his case). 
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41. And (the expiation), although mentioned 
in the chapter dealing with qualifications (in 
Purva Mimamsi), is not (with reference to one 
who has taken the vow of lifelong celibacy), 
because a fall (in his case) is inferred from the 
Smriti, and because of its (of the expiatory cere¬ 
mony) inefficacy (in his case). 


The case of those who have taken the vow of lifelong 
celibacy and yet have transgressed this vow through a 
mistake in judgement, is taken up for discussion. The 
opponents whose view is given in this Sutra, holds that 
for such transgressions there is no expiation. For no such 
ceremony is mentioned with respect to them, the one 
mentioned in Purva Mimamsa 6. 8. 22 referring to ordi¬ 
nary Brahmacharins, who are students, and not to 
Naishthika Brahmacharins. It can also be inferred 
that the Smriti declares such lapses as not expiable. A 
beheaded man cannot be cured. “For him who lapses 
after having embraced the vow of a Naishthika Brah- 
macharin I see no expiatory ceremony by which such 
a suicide can be purified.” The Smriti here does not 
refer to the ordinary Brahmacharin, and so the ex¬ 
piatory ceremony applies only to them and not to the 
Naishthika. Moreover, the ceremony referred to in 
Purva Mimamsa is not efficacious in his case, for, to 
perform the ceremony he will have to light the sacri¬ 
ficial fire and therefore have to marry, which means 
that he will cease to be a Naishthika thereafter. 


Prefixed with ‘Upa’, i.e an Upapataka or 
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a minor sin srPr ^ but some irt^ the existence 
as in the case of eating ^ this is explained 
in Purva Mim^ms^. 

42. But some (consider this transgression on 
the part of the Naishthika) a minor sin (and 
therefore claim) the existence (of expiation for 
it), as in the case of eating (prohibited food by 
ordinary Brahmacharins). This is explained in 
Purva Mimimsa. 

Some, however, think that such lapses on the part of 
a Naishthika, other than disloyalty to teacher’s wife etc., 
are minor sins and not major ones, and so can be ex¬ 
piated by proper ceremonies, even as ordinary Brahma- 
ch^rins who take prohibited food are again purified by 
expiatory ceremonies. The reference to the text denying 
any such ceremony in his case is meant only to bring 
home to the Naishthika Brahmach^rin the grave respon¬ 
sibility on his part so that he may struggle with all his 
soul. Similarly in the case of the recluse and the San- 
nyasin. As a matter of fact, the Smriti does prescribe 
the purificatory ceremony for both the recluse and the 
Sanny^sin. “The recluse when he has broken his vows 
undergoes the Krichchhra penance for twelve nights 
and then develops a place which is full of trees and 
grass.” The Sannyasin also undergoes the purificatory 
ceremony, with certain modifications. 

Topic 12: The lifelong celibate who lapses in his vows 

to be shunned by society. 


II II 
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5r^: Outside g but in either case 

from the Smriti stt^RT^ from custom ^ and. 


43. But in either case (they are to be kept) 
outside the society, on account of the Smriti and 
custom. 


Whether the lapses be regarded as major sins or 
minor sins, in either case good people are to avoid such 
transgressors; because the Smriti and approved custom 
both condemn them. 


Topic 13: The meditations connected with the subordinate 
members of sacrificial acts are to be gone through by the 
priest and not by the sacrificer, 

II W II 

To the sacrificer from the decla¬ 

ration of results in the Sruti thus aTT^zr: Atreya. 

44. To the sacrificer (belongs the agentship 
in meditations), because the Sruti declares a 
fruit (for it); thus Atreya (thinks). 

The question is raised as to who is to observe the 
meditations connected with subordinate members of 
sacrificial acts, whether it is the sacrificer or the priest. 
The opponent, represented by the sage Atreya, holds 
that it is to be observed by the sacrificer, as the Sruti 
declares a special fruit for these meditations. 
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tl V5[ it 

The duty of the Ritvik (priest) ^ thus 
sAj^tPr: Audulomi for that ^ because he 

is paid. 

45. (They are) the duty of the Ritvik (priest), 
thus thinks Audulomi, because he is paid for 
that (i,e. the performance of the whole sacrifice). 

Since the priest is paid for all his acts, and thereby 
the fruit of all his acts is, as it were, purchased by the 
sacrificer, the meditations also come under this category 
and have to be observed by the priest and not the sacri¬ 
ficer. This is the view of the sage Audulomi. 

II A >1 

From the Sruti ^ and. 

46. And because the Sruti so declares, 

“Whatever blessing the priests pray for at the sacri¬ 
fice, they pray for the good of the sacrificer’’ (Sat. Br. 
1.3. 1. 26). Such texts declare that the fruit of medita¬ 
tions in which the priest is the agent, goes to the sacri¬ 
ficer. Therefore Audulomi’s view is correct, being sup¬ 
ported by the Sruti texts. 


Topic 14: In Brih, 3, 5. 1 meditativeness is enjoined besides 
scholarship and the childlike state* 
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Injunction of another auxiliary (to 
Knowledge) qiK as an alternative cTfcT: for one who 
possesses it {ue. Knowledge) a third one 
as in the case of injunctions and the like. 

47. (The meditative state is) the injunction of 
another auxiliary (to Knowledge), which is a 
third one (besides the two expressly enjoined), 
as an alternative (where the knowledge of diver¬ 
sity is persistent) for one who possesses Knowl¬ 
edge; as in the case of injunctions and the like. 

“Therefore a knower of Brahman, having done with 
scholarship should remain like a child (free from anger, 
passions, etc.); and after having finished with this state 
and with learning he becomes meditative (Muni)” 
(Brih. 3. 5. 1). The question is whether the meditative 
state is enjoined or not. The opponent holds that it is 
not enjoined, as there is no word indicating an injunc¬ 
tion. The text merely says that he becomes a Muni or 
meditative, whereas with respect to scholarship and 
the state of a child free from all passions, it expressly 
enjoins, ‘one should remain* etc. Moreover, scholarship 
refers to Knowledge and therefore includes Munihood 
which also more or less refers to Knowledge. Therefore 
there is no newness with respect to Munihood in the 
text, it being included in scholarship already, and not 
being an Apurva it has no injunctive value. 
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This Sutra refutes this view and says that Munihood 
or meditativeness is enjoined in the text as a third re¬ 
quisite besides scholarship and the state of a child. For 
Munihood is not merely Knowledge but meditative¬ 
ness, continuous devotion to Knowledge and as such it 
is different from scholarship. Hence, not having been 
referred to before, it is a new thing (Apurva), and 
therefore the text has injunctive value. Such meditative¬ 
ness has a value for a Sannyisin who is not yet establish¬ 
ed in the knowledge of unity, and persistently experi¬ 
ences diversity owing to past impressions. 

II W II 

On account of the householder’s life 
including all ^ verily (the chapter) ends ijl^T 

with the householder. 

48. Verily, on account of the householder’s 
life including (duties from) all (the other stages 
of life), the chapter ends with the (enumeration 
of the duties of the) householder. 

In the Chhandogya Upanishad we find that after 
enumerating the duties of the Brahmacharin it enu¬ 
merates those of the householder, and there it ends 
without any mention of Sannyasa. If this also is one of 
the Asramas, why is nothing said about it in that place? 
The Sutra says that in order to lay stress on the house¬ 
holder’s life, to show its importance, the Sruti ends there 
without referring to Sannyasa, and not because it is not 
one of the prescribea Asramas. The householder’s life is 
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important because for him are prescribed, besides his 
own duties, those of other Asramas like study, control 
of the senses, etc. It includes more or less duties of all 
Asramas. 


II Vt II 

Even as the state of a Muni (Sannyasa) 
of the others arfcT even on account of 

scriptural instruction. 

49. Because the scripture enjoins the other 
(stages of life, viz> Brahmacharya and Vana- 
prastha) even as it enjoins the state of a Muni 
(Sannyasa). 

Just as the Sruti enjoins Sannyasa and householder’s 
life, so also it enjoins the life of a recluse and that of a 
student. Hence the scriptures enjoin all the four Asramas 
or stages of life to be gone through, in sequence or 
alternatively. The plural number ‘others’ instead of the 
dual is to denote the different classes of these two stages 
of life. 


Topic 15: Childlike state means the state of innocence^ being 
free from anger, passion, etc. 


II Ho II 

Without manifesting himself on 

account of the context. 
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50. (The childlike state means) without mani¬ 
festing himself, on account of the context. 

In the passage of the Brihad&ranyaka quoted in 
Sutra 47, the childlike state is enjoined on an aspirant 
after Knowledge. The question is what is exacdy meant 
by this? Does it mean to be like a child without any 
idea of purity and impurity and doing whatever one 
likes, or does it mean to be guileless and without the 
sense of egoism as a child ? The Sutra says it is the latter 
and not the former, because that is detrimental to 
Knowledge. It means one has not to manifest or give 
vent to any of the passions and has to be guileless and 
without the sense of egoism. It refers to the innate in¬ 
nocence of a child. Such a meaning alone is appro¬ 
priate to the context, purity and innocence being helpful 
to Knowledge. 

Topic 16 \ The time of the origination of Knowledge when 

the Vidyd is practised, 

, II II 

In this life 3tfq- even if there is 

no obstruction to it (the means adopted) 
because it is so seen from the scriptures. 

51. (The fruition of Knowledge may take 
place) even in this life if there be no obstruction 
to it (the means adopted), because it is so seen 
from the scriptures. 

From Sutra 26 the various means to Knowledge have 
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been discussed. The question now is whether Knowl¬ 
edge resulting from these means comes in this life or in 
the life to come. This Sutra says that it may come in this 
life only if there is no obstruction to its manifestation 
from extraneous causes. For it often happens that when 
the fruition of Knowledge is about to take place it is 
retarded by the fruit of some other stronger work, 
which is also about to fructify. In such cases Knowledge 
comes in the next life. That is why the scriptures 
declare that it is difficult to realize the Self. “Even to 
hear of It is not available to many; many even having 
heard of It cannot comprehend*’ etc. (Kath. 1.2. 7). 
The Gita also says: “There he is united with the intel¬ 
ligence acquired in his former body” etc. (Git^. 6. 43); 
“The Yogi, striving assiduously, purified of taint, 
gradually gaining perfection through many births, then 
reaches the highest goal” {Ibid. 6. 45). Moreover, that 
Knowledge sometimes fructifies in the next life is known 
from the life of Vamadeva who possessed Knowledge 
even while he was in the womb. This shows that it must 
have been the result of his past actions, for he could not 
have practised any Vidyas in the womb. Knowledge did 
not manifest in his previous life owing to obstruction, 
and this being removed when he was in the womb, 
Knowledge fructified as a result of his past SMhana. 

Topic 17: There is no difference in Liberation^ i.e. in the 
cognition of Brahman—it is of one kind in all cases. 

'jt: II II 

Like this there is no rule with 
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respect to Liberation, the fruit (of Knowledge) 

because the Sruti asserts that state (to be 

immutable), 

52. With respect to Liberation, the fruit (of 
Knowledge) there is no rule like this, because the 
Sruti asserts that state (to be immutable). 

In the last Sutra it was seen that Knowledge may 
result in this life or the next according to the absence or 
presence of obstructions and the intensity of the means 
adopted. Similarly a doubt may arise that there may 
be some such rule with respect to Liberation also, which 
is the fruit of Knowledge. In other words, the question 
is whether Liberation can be delayed after Knowledge, 
and whether there are degrees of Knowledge according 
to the qualifications of the aspirant. This Sutra says 
that no such rule exists with respect to Liberation. 
Because the Sruti texts assert that the nature of final 
release is uniform, without any variations of degree in 
it. The state of final release is nothing but Brahman. 
“The knower of Brahman becomes Brahman,’* and 
there can be no variety in it, as Brahman is without 
qualities. Difference is possible only where there are 
qualities, as in the case of the Saguna Brahman, about 
which according to difference in Vidyas there may be 
difference in the cognitions. But with respect to the 
cognition of Brahman, it can be only one and not many.- 
Neither can there be any delay in the attainment of 
Liberation after Knowledge has dawned for knowledge 
of Brahman itself is Liberation. 

The repetition of the clause ‘Because the Sruti asserts 
that state’ is to show that the chapter ends here. 



CHAPTER IV 


Section I 

In the third chapter the means to Knowledge were 
discussed. In this chapter the result of Knowledge and 
some other topics are taken up for discussion. In the 
beginning, however a special discussion connected with 
means to Knowledge is dealt with. 

Topic 1: The meditation on the Atman enjoined by the 

scriptures is to be repeated till Knowledge is attained, 

3nf%, II \ II 

3TT^%: Repetition (is necessary) repeatedly 

on account of instruction by the scriptures. 

1. The repetition (of hearing, reflection, and 
meditation on the teaching of the Self is neces¬ 
sary), on account of the repeated instruction by 
the scriptures. 

“The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should be realized— 
should be heard of, reflected on, and meditated upon” 
(Brih. 2. 4. 5). “The intelligent aspirant after Brahman, 
knowing about this alone, should attain intuitive knowl¬ 
edge” (Brih. 4. 4. 21). The question arises whether 
what is enjoined in this is to be done once only or re¬ 
peatedly. The opponent holds that it is to be observed 
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once only, even as sacrifices like Pray^ja are to be per¬ 
formed once only to yield the desired result. This Sutra 
refutes the view and says that the hearing etc. must be 
repeated till there is intuition of Brahman. Of course, 
if the knowledge of Brahman is attained by a single act, 
it is well and good; otherwise there is the necessity of 
repetition till the Knowledge dawns. It is the repetition 
of these acts that finally leads to intuition. The case of 
the Prayija is not to the point. For there the result is 
Adrishta, which yields fruit at some particular future 
time. Here the result is directly perceived, and so, if 
the result is not there, the process must be repeated till 
the result is seen. Moreover, scriptural texts like the 
first one cited above give repeated instruction, thereby 
signifying the repetition of the means. Again ‘medita- 
tation’ and ‘reflection’ imply a repetition of the mental 
act, for when we say, ‘he meditates on it,’ we imply the 
continuity of the act of remembrance of the object. 
Similarly with respect to ‘reflection’. It follows, there¬ 
fore, that there must be repetition of the instruction. 
This holds good even in those cases where the texts do 
not give instruction repeatedly, as for example, in the 
second text cited above. 

W \\\ 

On account of the indicatory mark ^ and. 

2* And on account of the indicatory mark. 

“Reflect upon the rays, and you will have many sons” 
(Chh. 1. 5. 2). This text prescribes repeated meditation 
by asking to meditate on the Udgitha as the rays instead 
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of as the sun. And what holds good in this case is equally 
applicable to other meditations also. And it is not true 
that repetition is not necessary. If it were so, the Sruti 
would not have taught the truth of the statement ‘That 
thou art* repeatedly. There may be people who are so 
advanced, and so little attached to the world of sense 
objects, that in their case a single hearing of the state¬ 
ment may result in Knowledge. But generally such 
advanced souls are very rare. Ordinary people, who are 
deeply rooted in the idea of the body and the senses, 
do not realize the truth by a single enunciation of it. 
This wrong notion of theirs goes only through repeated 
practice of the truth, and it is only then that Knowledge 
dawns. So repetition has the effect of removing this 
wrong notion gradually, till even the last trace of it is 
removed. When the body consciousness is completely 
removed, the Self manifests Itself in all purity. 


Topic 2: In the meditations on the Supreme Brahman the 
meditator is to comprehend It as identical with himself, 

^ ii ^ ii 

sTT^fif As the self g but acknowledge 

teach ^ also. 

3. But (the Sruti texts) acknowledge (Brah¬ 
man) as the self (of the meditator) and also teach 
others (to realize It as such). 

The question whether Brahman is to be comprehend¬ 
ed by the individual soul as identical with it or separate 
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from it, is taken up for discussion. The opponent holds 
that Brahman is to be comprehended as different from 
the individual soul on account of their essential differ¬ 
ence. For one is subject to misery, while the other is 
not. This Sutra refutes the view and holds that Brah¬ 
man is to be comprehended as identical with one’s self; 
for in reality the two are identical, the experience of 
misery etc. by the individual soul—in other words, the 
Jivahood—^being due to the limiting adjunct, the inter¬ 
nal organ. {Vide 2. 3. 29 ante). For instance, the JabMas 
acknowledge it, ‘T am indeed Thou, O Lord, and Thou 
art indeed myself.” Other scriptural texts also say the 
same thing: ‘T am Brahman” (Brih. 1. 4. 10); “This 
self is the Brahman” (Ma. 2). These texts are to be 
taken in their primary, and not secondary sense, as in, 
“The mind is Brahman” (Ghh. 3. 18. 1), where the 
text presents the mind as a symbol for contemplation. 

Hence we have to meditate on Brahman as being 
the self. 

Topic 3: Where symbols of Brahman are used for contempla- 
tio% the meditator is not to comprehend them as identical 

with him, 

5T ?r % ?r: II y It 

ff Not in the symbol q* is not because W, he. 

4. (The meditator is) not (to see the self) in 
the symbol, because he is not (that). 

“The mind is Brahman” (Ghh. 3. 18. 1). In such 
meditations, where the mind is taken as a symbol of 
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Brahman, is the meditator to identify himself with the 
mind, as in the case of the meditation “I am Brahman” ? 
The opponent holds that he should, for the mind is a 
product of Brahman according to Vedanta, and as such 
it is one with It. So is the individual soul, the meditator, 
one with Brahman. Hence it follows that the meditator 
also is one with the mind, and therefore he should see 
his self in the mind in this meditation also. This Sutra 
refutes it. In the first place, if the symbol, mind, is 
cognized as identical with Brahman, then it ceases to be 
a symbol, even as when we realize an ornament as 
gold, we forget its individual character of being an 
ornament. Again, if the meditator is conscious of his 
identity with Brahman, then he ceases to be the indi¬ 
vidual soul, the meditator. The act of meditation can 
take place only where these distinctions exist, and 
unity has not been realized; and where there is knowl¬ 
edge of diversity, the meditator is quite distinct from 
the symbol. As such he is not to sec his self in the 
symbol. 

Topic 4 : In meditations on symbols the latter are to be viewed 
as Brahman and not in the reverse way. 

II K II 

Viewing as Brahman on account 

of the elevation. 

5. (The symbol is) to be viewed as Brahman 
(and not in the reverse way), on account of the 
elevation (of the symbol thereby). 

31 



416 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [4.1.5 

In meditations on symbols as in, “The mind is 
Brahman”, “The sun is Brahman”, the question is 
whether the symbol is to be regarded as Brahman, or 
Brahman as the symbol. The Sutra says that the sym¬ 
bols, the mind and the sun, arc to be regarded as Brah¬ 
man and not vice versa. Because it is only by looking 
upon an inferior tiling as a superior thing that we can 
progress, and not in the reverse way. Inasmuch as our 
aim is to get rid of the idea of differentiation and see 
Brahman in everything, we have to meditate upon 
these symbols as That. 


Topic 5: In meditations on the members of sacrificial acts the 
idea of the divinity is to he superimposed on the members 

and not vice versa. 

a ^ n 

The ideas of the sun etc. ^ and 
in a subordinate member (of sacrificial acts) 
because of consistency. 

6. And the ideas of the sun etc. (are to be 
superimposed) on the subordinate members (of 
sacrificial acts), because (in that way alone would 
the statement of the scriptures) be consistent. 

“One ought to meditate upon that which shines 
yonder as the Udgitha” (Ghh. 1. 3. 1); “One ought to 
meditate upon the Saman as fivefold” etc. (Ghh. 2. 2. 
1). In meditations connected with sacrificial acts as 
given in the texts quoted, how is the meditation to be 
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observed? For example, in the first cited text, is the 
sun to be viewed as the Udgitha, or the Udgitha as the 
sun? Between the Udgitha and the sun there is nothing 
to show which is superior, as in the previous Sutra, 
where Brahman being pre-eminent, the symbol was 
viewed as Brahman. This Sutra says that the members 
of sacrificial acts, as here the Udgitha, are to be viewed 
as the sun and so on. Because by so doing the fruit of 
the sacrificial act is enhanced, as the scriptures say. If 
we view the Udgitha as the sun, it undergoes a certain 
ceremonial purification and thereby contributes to the 
Apurva, the invisible fruit of the whole sacrifice. But 
by the reverse way, the sun being viewed as the Udgitha, 
the purification of the sun by this meditation will not 
contribute to the Apurva, inasmuch as the sun is not a 
member of the sacrificial act. So if the statement of the 
scriptures that the meditations enhance the result of the 
sacrifice, is to come true, the members of the sacrificial 
acts are to be viewed as the sun etc. 

Topic 6: One is to meditate sitting. 

3n#T:, IIV9 II 

Sitting because of the possibility. 

7. (One has to practise Upasana) sitting, be¬ 
cause (in that way alone) it is possible. 

As Upasana or contemplation is a mental affair, the 
posture of the body is immaterial—says the opponent. 
This Sutra says that one has to meditate sitting, for it is 
not possible to meditate while standing or lying down. 
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In Uplisani one has to concentrate one’s mind on a 
single object, and this is impossible if one is standing or 
lying. 


II =: II 

On account of meditation (implying that) 

^ and. 

8. And on account of meditation (implying 
that). 

The word ‘Upasana’ also means exactly what medi¬ 
tation means, viz* concentrating on a single object, 
with fixed look, and without any movement of the 
limbs. This is possible only in a sitting posture. 

^1^ II«. II 

Immobility ^ and referring to. 

9. And referring to (its) immobility (the scrip¬ 
tures attribute meditativeness to the earth). 

“The earth meditates as it were”—in such statements 
meditativeness is ascribed to the earth on account of its 
immobility or steadiness. So wc learn that steadiness is 
a concomittance of meditation, and that is possible only 
while sitting and not while standing or walking. 

II ?o II 


The Smnti texts say ^ also. 
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10. The Smriti texts also say (the same thing). 

“Having made a firm seat for one’s self on a pure 
spot” etc. (Gita 6. 11)—^in this text the sitting posture 
is prescribed for meditation. 

Topic 7: With respect to meditation there is no restriction 

of place. 

51^, 3ifc(^)niq II II 

Wherever concentration of mind rPT 

there for want of any specification. 

11. Wherever concentration of mind (is at¬ 
tained), there (it is to be practised), there being 
no specification (as to place). 

The object of meditation is to attain concentration, 
and so any place is good if concentration is attained in 
that place. That is why the scriptures say, “Select any 
place suitable and convenient”; “Where the naind is 
buoyant there one should concentrate”, and so on. But 
places that are clean, free from pebbles, fire, sand, and 
so on, are desirable, as such places arc helpful to medita¬ 
tion. But all the same there are no fixed rules as to place. 

Topic 8: Meditations are to be observed till death. 

an ii r ii 

3rT Till death ^ then 3rfq even because 

is seen (from the scriptures). 
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12. Till death (meditations have to be ob¬ 
served), because (their observance) even at that 
moment is seen (from the scriptures). 

In the first topic of this section it was said that medi¬ 
tations on Brahman are to be repeated till Knowledge 
dawns. The question is now taken up about other 
meditations which are practised for attaining certain 
results. The opponent holds that such meditations can 
be stopped after a certain time; they would still yield 
results, like sacrifices performed only once. This Sutra 
says that they are to be continued till death, for the 
Sruti and Smriti say so. “With whatever thought he 
passes away from this world” (Sat. Br, 10. 6. 3. 1). 
“Remembering whatever form of being he leaves this 
body” etc. (Gita 8. 6). Such a thought at the time of 
death as fixes the course of life hereafter cannot be had 
at that moment without lifelong practice. Hence medi¬ 
tations must be practised till death. 

Topic 9: Knowledge of Brahman frees one from the effects 
of all past and future evil deeds. 

It II 

When that is realized of the 

subsequent and previous sins non-clinging 

and destruction because it is declared (by 

the scriptures). 

13. When that (Brahman) is realized (there 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


421 


4.1.14] 

result) the non-clinging and destruction of the 
subsequent and previous sins respectively, be¬ 
cause it is (so) declared (by the scriptures). 

The state of Jivanmukti is described here. The 
opponent holds that Liberation is attained, in spite of 
Knowledge, only after one has experienced the results 
of one’s sins committed before illumination. For the 
Smritis say, “Karma is not destroyed before it has given 
its results”. The law of Karma is inexorable. This Sutra 
says that when a person attains Knowledge, all his past 
sins are destroyed and future sins do not cling to him. 
For by realizing Brahman he experiences that he never 
was, nor is, nor will be an agent, and such a person 
cannot be affected by the result of sins. The scriptures 
also declare that. “Just as cotton growing on reeds is 
burnt when thrown into fire, even so are burnt the sins 
of one who knowing this offers Angnihotra” (Chh. 
5. 24. 3); “The fetters of the heart are broken, all 
doubts are solved, and all works are destroyed when He 
who is high and low is seen” (Mu. 2. 2. 8); “As water 
does not wet the lotus leaf, even so no sins cling to him 
who knows It” (Chh. 4. 14. 3). What the Smritis say 
about the inexorability of the law of Karma is true only 
of ordinary people, and does not hold good in the case 
of the knowers of Brahman. And in this way alone can 
Liberation result—by snapping the chain of work. 
Otherwise Liberation can never take place. 

Topic 10: Good deeds likewise cease to affect the 
knower of Brahman, 


5 II II 
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Of the Other arPT also thus non¬ 

clinging at death q but. 

14. Thus there is non-clinging of the other 
{i.e. virtue) also; but at death (Liberation Le, 
Videhamukti is certain). 

As a knower of Brahman has no idea of agency he is 
not affected by good deeds also. He goes beyond vice 
and virtue. “He overcomes both” (Brih. 4. 4. 22). And 
as he is not touched by vice or virtue after illumination, 
and as his past sins are destroyed by Knowledge, his 
Liberation at death is certain. 

Topic 11: Works which have not begun to yield results are 
alone destroyed by Knowledge and not those which have 
already begun to yield results. 

f 3?^: II \X II 

3rqrT«^-qiT^ Works which have not begun to yield 
results qq only g but ^ former works that 

(death) being the limit. 

15. But (of his) former works only those which 
have not begun to yield results (are destroyed by 
Knowledge); (for) death is the limit (set by the 
scriptures for Liberation to take place). 

In the last two topics it has been said that all the past 
works of a knower of Brahman are destroyed. Now past 
works are of two kinds: Sanchita (accumulated) i.e. 
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those which have not yet begun to bear fruit, and 
Prarabdha (commenced) i,e, those which have begun 
to yield results, and have produced the body through 
which a person has attained Knowledge. The oppo¬ 
nent holds that both these are destroyed, because the 
Mundaka text cited says that all his works are de¬ 
stroyed. Moreover, the idea of non-agency of the knower 
is the same with respect to Sanchita or Pr4rabdha work; 
therefore it is reasonable that both are destroyed when 
Knowledge dawns. 

The Sutra refutes this view and says that only the 
Sanchita works are destroyed by Knowledge, but not 
the Prarabdha, which are destroyed only by being 
worked out. So long as the momentum of these works 
lasts, the knower of Brahman has to be in the body. 
When they are exhausted, the body falls off, and he 
attains perfection. His Knowledge cannot check these 
works, even as an archer has no control over the arrows 
already discharged which come to rest only when their 
momentum is exhausted. The Sruti declares this in 
texts like, “And for him the delay is only so long as he 
is not liberated (from this body); and then he is one 
(with Brahman)” (Chh. 6. 14. 2). If it were not so, 
then there would be no teachers of Knowledge. There¬ 
fore the Prarabdha works are not destroyed by Knowl¬ 
edge. 

Topic 12: Obligatory works are however excepted from the 

rule mentioned in topic 10. 

I II II 

(Daily) Agnihotra etc. g but 
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contribute to the same result as that (knowledge) 
only that being seen (from the scriptures). 

16. But (the results of daily) Agnihotra etc. 
(are not destroyed by Knowledge; these) contri¬ 
bute to the very same result as Knowledge 
{Le. Liberation), because that is seen from the 
scriptures. 

Among works some are enjoined for attaining certain 
results such as heaven, and there are others like the 
daily Agnihotra which yield no such results and yet 
are enjoined as a sort of discipline. The opponent holds 
that even these regular works (Nitya Karma) performed 
before the dawning of Knowledge are destroyed, even 
as works done with desires (Kamya Karma), for from 
the standpoint of the knower of Brahman his non¬ 
agency with respect to both is the same. This Sutra 
refutes that view and says that the regular works per¬ 
formed in the past are not destroyed. Works are of two 
kinds: those which yield specific results, and those 
which help to produce Knowledge. Obligatory regular 
works performed before Knowledge are of this latter 
kind. And since Knowledge leads to Liberation, the 
regular works also may be said to contribute indirectly 
to that. Hence their results persist till death. 

amtsFEnPi ii V9 it 

SRf: From this sr^iTT different arfr also indeed 
of some (SHkhas) of both. 

17. (There are) indeed (good works) also 
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different from this (daily Agnihotra and the like), 
(with reference to which is the statement) of some 
(Sakh^s); (this is the view) of both (Jaimini and 
Badarayana). 

Besides the Nitya Karma or regular works like the 
daily Agnihotra and the like there are other good works 
which are performed with a view to certain results. It 
is with reference to these that the following statement 
of some Sakhas is made: “His sons get his inheritance 
—friends his good works and enemies his evil actions.” 
Both Jaimini and Badarayana are of opinion that works 
done with a desire do not help the origination of 
Knowledge. 


Topic 13: Sacrificial works not combined with knowledge 
or meditations also help in the origination of Knowledge, 

^ f| II II 

Whatever with knowledge ffir thus 

because. 

18. Because (the statement), “Whatever (he 
does) with knowledge,” indicates this. 

Regular works (Nitya Karma) which help the 
origination of Knowledge are of two kinds, those com¬ 
bined with meditations, those unaccompanied by them. 
Since work combined with meditations is superior to 
work done without meditations, the opponent holds 
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that the former alone helps the origination of Knowl¬ 
edge. This Sutra refutes it and says that in the state¬ 
ment, “That alone which is performed with knowledge 
.. .becomes more powerful” (Ghh. 1. 1. 10), the com¬ 
parative degree shows that works done without knowl¬ 
edge, that is, not combined with meditations, are not 
altogether useless, though the other class is more 
powerful. 


Topic 14: On the exhaustion of Prdrabdha work through 
enjoyment the knower of Brahman attains oneness with It. 

n HII 

By enjoyment ^ but of the other two 
works having exhausted becomes one 

(with Brahman). 

19. But having exhausted by enjoyment the 
other two works {viz^. good and evil works that 
have begun to bear fruit), (he) becomes one 
(with Brahman). 

The opponent argues that even as a knower of Brah¬ 
man sees diversity while living, so also even after death 
he will continue to see diversity; in other words, he 
denies thift the knower of Brahman attains oneness with 
Brahman at death. This Sutra refutes it and says that 
the Prdrabdha works are destroyed through fruition, 
and though till then the knower of Brahman has to be 
in the relative worh^ as a Jivanmukta, yet when these 
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are exhausted by being worked out, he attains oneness 
with Brahman at death. He no longer sees any diversity, 
owing to the absence of any cause like the Prarabdha, 
and since all works including the Prdrabdha are de¬ 
stroyed at death, he attains oneness with Brahman. 



CHAPTER IV 


Section II 

In the previous section it was shown that by the 
destruction of actions which have not as yet begun to 
yield results a knower of Brahman attains Jivanmukti, 
and that on the exhaustion of the Prarabdha work he 
attains Videhamukti at death and becomes one with 
Brahman. Thus in a general way the result of Knowl¬ 
edge has been set forth. The remaining three sections 
deal at length with the nature of Liberation, which is 
attained on the exhaustion of the Prarabdha Karma. 
In this particular section the path of the gods, by which 
the knower of the Saguna Brahman travels after death, 
is described. With this end in view it begins with the 
exposition of the successive steps by which the soul pas¬ 
ses out of the body at death. 

Topic 1: At the time of death the functions of the 
organs are merged in mind, 

II \ II 

^TS|T Speech in mind because it is so seen 
from scriptural statements ^ and. 

1. Speech (is merged) in mind, because it is 
so seen, and there are scriptural statements (to 
that effect). 
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“When, my dear, the man departs from here, his 
speech merges in mind, mind in Prana, Prana in Fire, 
and Fire in the Highest Deity” (Chh. 6. 8. 6). This text 
describes what happens at the time of death. It says 
that speech gets merged in mind, mind in Prana, and 
so on. Now the question is whether the organ of speech 
as such gets merged in mind, or only its function. The 
opponent holds that as there is no mention in the text 
about the function of speech getting merged, we have to 
understand that the organ itself gets merged in mind. 

The Sutra refutes tliis view and says that only the 
function of the organ of speech gets merged in mind. 
Mind is not the material cause of the organs, and as 
such they cannot get merged in it. It is only in the mate¬ 
rial cause that the eflects get merged, and as mind is 
not the material cause of the organs, we have to under¬ 
stand here by speech not the organ, but its function. A 
function of the organ, unlike the organ itself, can get 
merged in mind, even though it is not tlie cause of that 
function, just as the burning property of fire, which has 
its start in wood, becomes extinct in water. The scrip¬ 
tural statement therefore refers to the function of speech, 
the function and the thing to which it belongs being 
viewed as one. We also notice that a dying man first 
loses his function of speech, though his mind is still 
functioning. So we have to understand from experi¬ 
ence also that the function of speech, and not the 
organ itself, is merged in mind. 

sra iTf =Er ii ^ ii 

aTcf: For the same reason ^ and all 

(organs) 3?^ after. 
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2. And for the same reason all (organs) follow 
(mind, Le. get their functions merged in it). 

For the same reasons as stated in Sutra 1 the functions 
of the remaining organs follow, Le* get merged in mind. 
“The fire is verily the Udana, for they in whom the 
fire has been extinguished, go for rebirth with their 
organs absorbed in mind” (Pr. 3. 9). This text shows 
that the functions of all the organs get merged in mind. 


Topic 2: The function of mind gets merged in Prana. 

5n^, ii \ ii 

^ That mind in Prana from the 

subsequent clause (of the Sruti). 

3. That mind (is merged) in Prana, (as is seen) 
from the subsequent clause (of the Sruti cited). 

That mind, in which the functions of the different 
organs get merged, in its turn gets merged in Pr^na, for 
the Sruti cited in Sutra 1 says, “Mind in Prana”. The 
opponent holds that here, unlike the case of the 
organs, it is mind itself, and not its function, that gets 
merged in Prana, inasmuch as Pr^na can be said to be 
the material cause of mind. In support of his conten¬ 
tion he cites the following texts: “Mind consists of 
food. Prana of water” (Ghh. 6. 6. 5) and “Water sent 
forth earth” (Ghh. 6. 2. 4). When mind is merged in 
Prana, it is the same thing as earth being merged in 
water, for mind is food or earth, and Pr&na is water. 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


431 


4.2.4] 

Hence th^^Sruti here speaks not of the function of mind, 
but of min'd itself getting merged in Pr^na. The Sutra 
refutes this view and says that this relation of causality 
by an indirect process does not justify our understanding 
that mind itself is merged in Prana. So here also it is the 
function alone that gets merged, and this is justified on 
the same grounds as given in Sutra 1, viz* scriptural 
statement and experience. We find that mind ceases to 
function in a dying man, even while his vital force is 
functioning. 

Topic 3: The function of the vital force gets 
merged in the individual soul, 

afnmifiiwT: ii v ii 

W, That (Prana) in the ruler (Jiva) 

on account of (statements expressing) approach 
to that etc. 

4. That (Prana) is merged in the ruler (Jiva) 
on account of (statements expressing) approach 
to that etc. 

In the text cited in Sutra 1 we have, “Prana (is 
merged) in fire.” How then can it be said that the func¬ 
tion of Pr^na is merged in the individual soul, asks the 
opponent. The Sutra justifies its view on the ground that 
statements about Prinas coming to the Jiva etc. are 
found in scriptural texts. “All the PrS.nas approach the 
departing man at the time of death” (Brih. 4. 3. 38). 
Also, “When it departs, the vital force follows” (Brih. 

32 
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4. 4. 2). The text cited in Sutra 1 does not, however, 
contradict this view, as the following Sutra shows. 

\{ K II 

^5^ In the elements from the Sruti texts to 

that effect. 

5. In the elements (is merged) (the Jiva with 
the Pranas), as it is seen from the Sruti. 

If we understand, “Prana (is merged) in fire” as 
meaning that the Jiva with Pr^na is merged in fire, 
there is no contradiction between this Sruti text and 
what is said in the last Sutra. So Prdna is first merged 
in the individual soul and then the soul with Prana 
takes its abode in the fine essence of the gross elements, 
fire etc., the seed of the future body. 

% II ^ II 

^ Not in one (both) declare so 

for. 


6. (The soul with Pr^na is merged) not in one 
(element only), for both (the Sruti and Smriti) 
declare so. 

At the time of death, when the soul leaves one body 
and goes in for another, it together with the subtle body, 
abides in the fine essence of all the gross elements and 
not in fire only, for all the elements are required for a 
future body. Vide 3. 1, 2. 
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Topic 4: The mode of departure from the body up to the 
way is commjon to both a knower of the Saguna Brahman 

and an ordinary man, 

|| \a || 

^HTT^rr Common ^ and art up to the 

beginning of their ways immortality ^ and 

not having burnt (ignorance). 

7. And common (is the mode of departure at 
the time of death for both the knower of the 
Saguna Brahman and the ignorant) up to the 
beginning of their ways; and the immortality 
(of the knower of the Saguna Brahman is only 
relative), not having burnt (ignorance). 

For the knower of the Nirguna Brahman there is 
no departure at all. Leaving his case, the opponent says 
that the mode of departure from the body for the 
knower of the Saguna Brahman and the ignorant 
ought to be different, as they attain different abodes 
after death, the former reaching Brahmaloka and the 
latter being reborn in this world. This Sutra says that 
the knower of the Saguna Brahman enters at death the 
nerve Sushumna, and then goes out of the body, and 
takes to the path of the gods, while the ignorant enter 
some other nerve and go by another way to have re¬ 
birth. But till they enter on their respective ways, the 
method of departure at death is common to both, for 
it is something pertaining to this life, and like happiness 
and misery it is the same for both. 
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Topic 5\ The merging of fire etc, at death in the Supreme 
Deity is not absolute merging. 

5Risq)%:, II ii 

^ That STT 3nft&: up to the attainment of Brahman 
(through Knowledge) because (scriptures) 

declare the state of relative existence. 

8. That (fine body lasts) up to the attainment 
of Brahman (through Knowledge), because (the 
scriptures) declare the state of relative existence 
(till then). 

Ill the text cited in Sutra 1 we have, “And fire (is 
merged) in the Supreme Deity.” The opponent argues 
that as fire and the other elements arc merged in the 
Supreme Deity, which is the cause of these elements, 
this is only the final dissolution, and so everyone at 
death attains Liberation. This Sutra says that this 
merging is not absolute merging, but the one we ex¬ 
perience in deep sleep. Only the functions of these 
elements are merged, and not the elements themselves. 
The final dissolution does not take place till Knowledge 
is attained; for the scriptures declare that till then the 
individual soul is subject to relative existence: “Some 
souls enter the womb to have a body” etc. (Kath. 2. 5. 
7). If the merging at death were absolute, then there 
could be no rebirth. 

ii ^ ii 

Subtle shttot: as regards size ^ and so 
because it is experienced. 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


435 


4.2.11] 

9. (This fine body) is subtle (by nature) and 
size, because it is so experienced. 

The body formed from the essence of the gross ele¬ 
ments in which the soul abides at the time of death is 
subtle by nature and size. This is understood from 
scriptural statements which declare that it goes out 
along the Nadis (nerves). So it is necessarily subde or 
small in size. Its transparency explains why it is not 
obstructed by gross bodies, or is not seen when it passes 
out at death. 


II ?o II 

?T Not by the destruction therefore. 

10. Therefore (this subtle body is) not de¬ 
stroyed) by the destruction (of the gross body). 


^ ^ To this (fine body) alone ^ and 
because of possibility this (bodily) heat. 

11. And to this (fine body) alone does this 
(bodily) heat belong, because this (only) is 
possible. 

The bodily heat observed in living animals belongs 
to this subtle body and not to the gross body, for the 
heat is felt so long as there is life and not after that. 
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Topic 6: The Pranas of a knower of the Nirguna Brahman 
do not depart from the body at death, 

5T, II II 

srfir^Tg[ On account of denial if it be said 

!T not so ^TRItTcJ from the individual soul. 

12. If it be said (that the Pranas of a knower 
of Brahman do not depart), on account of the 
Sruti denying it; (we say) not so, (because the 
scripture denies the departure of the Pranas) 
from the individual soul (and not from the body). 

Tliis Sutra gives the view of the opponent. 

“His Pranas do not depart” (Brih. 4. 4. 6). This text 
refers to a knower of the Nirguna Brahman. It says that 
his Pranas do not depart at death. The opponent holds 
that the denial of the departure of the Pranas is from the 
soul and not from the body. It says that the Pranas do 
not depart from the soul—not that they do not depart 
from the body, for in the latter case there will be no 
death at all. This is made all the more clear from the 
Madhyandina recension wliich says, “From him” etc. 
Therefore the soul of one who knows Brahman passes 
out of the body with the Pranas. 

II II 

Clear for of some (schools), 

13. For (the denial of the departure) is clear 
(in the texts) of some (schools). 
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This Sutra refutes the view of the previous one by 
connecting the denial to the body and not to the soul. 

That the Pranas do not depart from the body is 
made clear from Sruti texts like “ ‘Yijnavalkya/ said 
he, ‘When this (liberated) man dies, do his Pranas go 
up from him, or do they not?* ‘No* replied Yajnavalkya, 
‘they merge in him only’ ” etc. (Brih* 3. 2. 11). There¬ 
fore we have to take even the Madhyandina reading 
‘from him’ to refer to the body. It is not true that if 
the Pranas do not depart there will be no death, for they 
do not remain in the body, but get merged, which 
makes life impossible, and we say in common parlance 
that the person is dead. Moreover, if the Pranas did 
depart with the soul from the body, then a rebirth of 
such a soul would be inevitable, and consequently 
there would be no Liberation. So the Pranas do not 
depart from the body in the case of the knower of 
Brahman. 


^ II II 

The Smriti says (so) ^ and. 

14. And the Smriti (also) says (so). 

“The gods themselves are perplexed, looking for the 
path of him who has no path” (Mbh. 12. 270. 22) 
which thus denies departure for the knower of Brahman. 

Topic 7 : The organs of the knower of the Nirguna Brahman 
get merged in It at death. 


ctifir qt, rmp? ii ii 
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Those in the Supreme Brahman so 
for arr^ (the scripture) says. 


15. Those (Pranas) (are merged) in the Su¬ 
preme Brahman, for so (the scripture) says. 


This Sutra describes what happens to the Pranas 
(organs) and the fine essence of the gross elements in 
which they abide, in the case of a knower of Brahman 
who dies. These organs and the elements get merged in 
the Supreme Brahman. “The sixteen digits of this 
witness, the Purusha, having their goal in Him are 
dissolved on reaching Him” (Pr. 6. 5). The text, “All 
the fifteen parts of their body enter into their causes” 
etc, (Mu. 3. 2. 7) gives the end from a relative stand¬ 
point, according to which the body disintegrates and 
goes back to its cause, the elements. The former text 
speaks from a transcendental standpoint, according to 
which the whole aggregate is merged in Brahman, even 
as the illusory snake is merged in the rope when knowl¬ 
edge dawns. 


Topic 8: The digits [Kolas) of the knower of the Nirguna 
Brahman attain absolute non-distinction with Brahman 

at death, 

arfipfnn;, ii ii 

srftTTFT: Non-distinction on account of the 

statement (of the scriptures). 

16. (Absolute) non-distinction (with Brahman 
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of the parts merged takes place) according to the 
statement (of the scriptures). 

“Their names and forms are destroyed, and people 
speak of the Purusha only. Then he becomes devoid of 
digits and immortal” (Pr. 6. 5). The digits get absolute¬ 
ly merged in the Supreme Brahman. The merging in 
the case of the knower of Brahman is absolute, whereas 
in the case of an ordinary person it is not so; they exist 
in a fine potential state, the cause of future rebirth. But 
in the case of the knower of Brahman, Knowledge 
having destroyed ignorance, all these digits which are 
but its effects, get merged absolutely, without any 
chance of cropping up again. 


Topic 9: The soul of the knower of the Saguna Brahman 
comes to the heart at the time of death and thence goes 
out through the Sushumnd. 

{(Idlfvil^qi II II 

The illumining of the top of its 
(soul’s) abode (the heart) with the 

passage illumined by this light owing to the 

efficacy of knowledge because of 

the appropriateness of constant meditation of the way 
which is a part of that knowledge ^ andfT<if»J*i^^T: being 
favoured by Him who resides in the heart 
by the one that is beyond the hundred. 



440 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[ 4 . 2.17 

17. (When the soul of a knower of the Saguna 
Brahman is about to depart from the body, there 
is) the illumining of the top of its abode (the 
heart); with the passage (for the exit of the soul) 
illumined by this light (the soul departs), being 
favoured by Him who resides in the heart, along 
that nerve which is beyond the hundred {i.e. the 
hundred and first nerve or the Sushumni) 
owing to the efficacy of the knowledge and the 
appropriateness of his constant meditation on the 
way which is a part of that knowledge. 

Tliis Sutra describes the exit from the body of a 
knower of the Saguna Brahman. It has already been 
stated in Sutra 7 that till the souPs entering on the path, 
the mode of departure of a knower of the Saguna 
Brahman and an ignorant man is the same. The Brihad- 
aranyaka text describing the death of a person says, 
“When this self becomes weak and senseless, as it were, 
the organs come to it.. .it comes to the heart” (Brih, 
4.4. 1); again, “The top of the heart brightens. 
Through that brightened top the self departs, either 
through the eye or through the head, or through any 
other part of the body” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). These texts show 
that at the time of death the soul together with the 
organs comes to the heart. At that moment the depart¬ 
ing soul, on account of its past works, has a peculiar 
consciousness picturing to it its next life, and goes to 
the body which is revealed by that consciousness. This 
is what is referred to as the illumining of the top of the 
heart. With this particular consciousness the soul goes 
out, along one of ‘he nerves that issue from the heart, 
to the eyes, or ears, or the skull, or other parts of the 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


441 


4.2.18] 

body, which it finally leaves through that particular 
exit. The question now is whether this departure is the 
same for a knower of the Saguna Brahman and an 
ordinary man. This Sutra says that though the illumin¬ 
ing of the top of the heart is common to both, yet the 
knower of the Saguna Brahman, through the grace of 
the Lord who abides in the heart, departs through the 
skull only, while others depart through other parts. 
This is consistent with his knowledge and constant 
meditation on the way out through the hundred and 
first nerve, the Sushumna. The following text eluci¬ 
dates it: “There are a hundred and one nerves of the 
heart; one of them penetrates the head; going up along 
that, one attains Immortality; the others serving for 
departure in various directions” (Ghh. 8. 6. 6). 


Topic 10: The soul of a knower of the Saguna Brahmanfol¬ 
lows the rays of the sun after death and goes to Brahmaloka, 

rd II II 

Following the rays. 

18. (The soul of a knower of the Saguna Brah¬ 
man when he dies) follows the rays (of the sun). 

In the Ghhandogya Upanishad we have,“ ... so do 
these rays of the sun go to both the worlds, this as well 
as the other. They proceed from the sun and enter into 
these nerves” (8. 6. 2); again, “When he thus departs 
from this body, then along these very rays he proceeds 
upwards” etc. (8. 6. 5). In these texts we learn that the 
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soul of the knower of the Saguaa Brahman, after 
departing from the body along the Sushumn^, follows 
the rays of the sun. A doubt arises whether the soul of 
one who passes away in the night also follows the rays. 
The Sutra says that the soul, whether it departs in the 
night or during the day, follows the rays. 

^ II II 

ftrftr In the night ^ not ^ if it be said ^ not 

because the connection con¬ 
tinues as long as the body lasts (the Sruti) 

declares ^ also. 

19. If it be said (that the soul does) not (follow 
the rays) in the night, (we say) not so, because the 
connection (of the nerves and the rays) continues 
as long as the body lasts; (the Sruti) also declares 
(this). 

The text quoted in the last Sutra, Chh. 8. 6. 2, shows 
that the connection between the rays and the nerves 
lasts as long as the body lasts. So it is immaterial 
whether the soul passes out by day or by night. More¬ 
over, the sun’s rays continue even during the night, 
though we do not feel their presence owing to the fact 
that at night their number is limited. The Sruti also 
says, “Even by night the sun sheds his rays.” The 
result of knowledge cannot be made to depend on the 
accident of death by day or night. 
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Topic 11: The soul of the knower of the Saguna Brahman 
goes to Brahmaloka even if he should die during the southern 

course of the sun, 

II II 

STcf: For the same reason ^ and during the 
sun’s course arPr even southern. 

20. And for the same reason (the soul follows 
the rays) even during the sun’s southern course. 

An objection is raised by the opponent that the soul 
of the knower of Brahman who passes away during the 
southern course of the sun does not follow the rays to 
Brahmaloka, as both the Sruti and Smriti say that only 
one who dies during the northern course of the sun goes 
there. Moreover, it is also written that Bhishma waited 
for the northern course of the sun to leave the body. This 
Sutra says that for the same reason as mentioned in the 
last Sutra, i,e, the unreasonableness of making the 
result of knowledge depend on the accident of death 
happening at a particular time, the knower of the 
Saguna Brahman goes to Brahmaloka even if he should 
die during the southern course of the sun. In the text, 
“Those who know thus.. .go to light, from light to day, 
from day to the bright half of the month, and from that 
to the six months of the northern course of the sun” 
(Chh. 5. 10. 1), the points in the northern course of the 
sun do not refer to any division of time but to deities 
as will be shown under 4. 3. 4. Bhishma’s waiting, 
however, was for upholding approved custom and for 
showing that on account of his father’s boon he could 
die at will. 
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5lf% ^ II 5?? II 

iftfirff: itRt With respect to the Yogis ^ and 
the Smriti declares belonging to the class of Smritis 
^ and these two. 

21. And (these times) the Smriti declares with 
respect to the Yogis; and these two (Yoga and 
S^nkhya according to which they practise Sdd- 
hana) are classed as Smritis (and not Srutis). 

In the Gita we have passages which declare that 
persons who die during the day etc. do not return any 
more to this mortal world. Vide Gita 8. 23, 24. On the 
strength of these texts, the opponent says that the 
decision of the previous Sutra cannot be correct. This 
Sutra refutes that objection saying that these details as 
to time mentioned in the Gita apply only to Yogis who 
practise Sadhana according to Yoga and Sankhya 
systems; and these two are Smritis, not Srutis. Hence 
the limitations as to time mentioned in them do not 
apply to those who meditate on the Saguna Brahman 
according to the Sruti texts. 



CHAPTER IV 


Section III 

In the last section the departure of the soul of a 
knower of the Saguna Brahman by the path of the 
gods has been described. This section deals with the 
path itself. 

Topic 1 ; The path connected with deities beginning with 
that of the flame is the only path to Brahmaloka, 

arf^Tiferi, ?icsr^: ii \ ii 

3rf%:-3nf^JTT (On the path connected with deities) 
beginning with that of the flame that being 

well known (from the Sruti). 

1. (On the path connected with deities) begin¬ 
ning with that of the flame (the soul of the knower 
of the Saguna Brahman travels to Brahmaloka 
after death), that being well known (from the 
Sruti). 

In the last section it was stated that the knower of the 
Saguna Brahman travels by Devayina or the path of 
the gods to Brahmaloka. About this path itself different 
texts make different declarations. The Ghhandogya and 
the Brihadaranyaka say that the departed soul of such a 
person reaches first the deity identified with the flame. 
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Vide Chh. 5. 10. 1 and Brih. 6. 2. 15. The Brihad- 
iranyaka in connection with another Vidy5 says that 
it reaches the air. Vide Brih. 5. 10. 1. The Kaushitaki 
Upanishad says that it reaches the world of fire. Vide 
Kau. 1. 3. The Mundaka says that it travels by the 
path of the sun. Vide Mu. 1.2. 11. The question is 
whether these texts refer to different paths or are 
different descriptions of the same path, the path of the 
gods. The opponent holds that these texts refer to differ¬ 
ent paths to Brahmaloka. The Sutra refutes this view 
and says that all the texts refer to and give only different 
particulars of the same path, the path connected with 
deities beginning with that identified with the flame. 
Why? On account of its being well known from the 
Sruti texts that this is the path for all knowers of Brah¬ 
man. “Those who know this (Panchagni Vidya) and 
those who in the forest meditate with faith and penance, 
reach the deity identified with flame” etc. (Chh. 
5. 10. 1) shows that this path connected with deities 
beginning with that of the flame belongs to all knowers 
of Brahman whatever be the Vidya through which 
they have attained that knowledge. Moreover, the 
goal attained, viz- Brahmaloka, being the same in all 
cases, and there being no justification for regarding the 
path as different on account of their being treated in 
different chapters, since some part of the path is re¬ 
cognized in all texts, we have to conclude that all the 
texts refer to the same path, but give different partic¬ 
ulars, which have all to be combined for a full descrip¬ 
tion of the path. 


Topic 2: The departing soul reaches the deity of the year 
and then the deity of the air. 
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The deity of the air from the deity of 
the year on account of the absence 

and presence of specification. 

2. (The departed soul of a knower of the 
Saguna Brahman goes) from the deity of the 
year to the deity of the air, on account of the 
absence and presence of specification. 


In the last Sutra it was stated that the different texts 
give different particulars or stages of the same path. 
This Sutra fixes the order of the stages. The Kaushitaki 
describes the path as follows: “The Up^saka, having 
reached the path of the gods, reaches the world of Agni 
(fire), of V^yu (air), of Varuna, of Indra, of Praj^pati, 
and then of Brahman*’ (Kau. 1.3). Again the Ghh^ndo- 
gya Upanishad describes the path as follows: “They 
reach the deity identified with the flame, from him to 
the deity of the day, from him to the deity of the bright 
half of the month, from him to the deities identified with 
the six months of the northern path of the sun, from 
them to the deity of the year, from him to the deity of 
the sun, from him to the deity of the moon, from him 
to the deity of lightning” (Ghh. 5. 10. 1). 

In these two texts the first deity they reach is said to 
be the deity of the flame or fire. So the starting point is 
clearly pointed out by both texts, for they say that 
having reached the path of the gods the departed souls 
reach this deity. Gombining these two texts we have to 

33 
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place the deity of air in between the deity of the year 
and the deity of the sun. Why ? Because of the absence 
and presence of specification. “When a man departs 
from this world, he reaches the (deity identified with) 
air, which makes an opening for him ,. .He goes upwards 
through that and reaches the [deity of the) (Brih. 5. 10. 

1). This text fixes that air comes immediately before 
the sun because we perceive a regular order of succes¬ 
sion. But as regards air coming after the deity of the 
flame there is no specification, but simply a statement; 
“He comes from the world of fire to that of air.” In 
between these two stages we have several other stages 
which the Chhllndogya text mentions. Again in the 
text, “From the deities identified with the six months 
in which the sun travels northward he reaches the deity 
identified with the world of the gods” (Brih. 6. 2. 15). 
To keep the immediate sequence of the deity identified 
with air and that identified with the sun, we must 
understand that the soul passes from the deity of the 
world of the gods to the deity of the air. Again in the 
texts of the Chhindogya and the Brihadiranyaka, the 
deity of the world of the gods is not mentioned in the 
former and the deity of the year in the latter. Both have 
to be included in the full description of the path, and 
since the year is connected with the months, the deity 
of the year precedes the deity of the world of the gods. 


Topic S: After reaching the deity identified with lightning 
the soul reaches the world of Varuna, 


5if8^sfsr ? it 
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gffiratsftr After the deity of lightning (comes) 
Varuna (rain-god) on account of the connection. 

3. After (reaching) the deity of lightning (the 
soul reaches) Varuna, on account of the connec¬ 
tion (between the two). 

The Ghh^ndogya text reads, “From the sun to the 
moon, from moon to lightning.” The Kaushitaki text 
reads, “From V&yu to Varuna.” Combining these two 
texts we have to place Varuna after lightning, on 
account of the connection between the two. Varuna is 
the god of rain, and lightning precedes rain. So after 
lightning comes Varuna. And after Varuna come Indra 
and Prajapati, for there is no other place for them, and 
the Kaushitaki text also puts them there. 

So the complete enumeration of the stages of the path 
of the gods is as follows: First the deity of the flame or 
fire, then the deity of the day, the deity of the bright 
half of the month, the deities of the six months when the 
sun travels to the north, the deity of the year, the deity 
of the world of gods, the deity of the air, the sun, the 
moon, the deity of lightning, the world of Varuna, the 
world of Indra, the world of Prajapati, and finally 
Brahmaloka. 

Topic 4: Flame etc, referred to in the text describing the 
path of the gods mean deities identified with the flame etc. 
which conduct the soul stage after stage till Brahmaloka 

is reached. 

II Y II 
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(These are) deities conducting the soul 
on account of indicatory marks of that. 

4. (These are) deities conducting the soul (on 
the path of the gods), on account of indicatory 
marks to that effect. 

r 

In the texts cited in the previous Sutras, flame, bright 
half of the month, year, etc. are the deities identified 
with these, which receive the departed soul and conduct 
it on its way to Brahmaloka. That deities are meant 
here, and not marks or places of enjoyment, is indicated 
by the text of the Ghhandogya, which ends thus: 
“From the moon to the lightning. Then a being who is 
not a man leads them to Brahman” (Chh. 4.15.5, 5.10. 
1). This text shows that unlike the previous guides who 
were more or less human, this particular guide is not 
human in nature. 


II K II 

From the benumbed state of both 
that is established. 

5. (That deities are meant in those texts) is 
established, because both (Le, the traveller and 
the path) are benumbed {i.e, unconscious). 

The departed souls, because their organs etc. are 
withdrawn into the mind, are incapable of guiding 
themselves. And the flame etc. being without intelli¬ 
gence cannot guide the souls. Hence it is proved that 
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intelligent deities identified with the fiame etc. guide 
the souls to Br^maloka. Moreover, as the organs of the 
departed souls are withdrawn into the mind, they 
cannot enjoy, and so flame and the rest cannot be 
worlds where they enjoy. 

iter:, ii ^ ii 

By (the superhuman) guide connected with 
lightning alone from thence that being 

known from the Sruti. 

6. From thence (the souls are guided) by the 
very same (superhuman) person who comes to 
lightning, that being known from the Sruti. 

After they have reached the deity identified with 
lightning, they are led by that very superhuman person 
who takes charge of them from the deity of lightning to 
Brahmaloka through the worlds of Varuna, Indra, and 
Prajdpati. This is known from Ghh. 4. 15. 5, 5. 10. 1 
and Brih. 6. 2. 15. Varuna and others do not actually 
guide the soul like the earlier guides, since the super¬ 
human person guides them all through after lightning 
up to Brahmaloka. They only favour the souls either by 
not obstructing or helping them in some way. 

Therefore it is established that by flame etc. deities 
are meant. 


Topic 5: The Brahman to which the departed souls 
go by the path of the gods is the Saguna Brahman, 
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^ sfRft:, 3R!l II VS II 

The relative (Brahman) TOft: BMari arpr 
its *rRr-^*T'T^; on account of the possibility of being 
the goal. 

7. The relative (Brahman)* (is attained by the 
soul going by the path of the gods), (so says) 
Bddari. on account of the possibility of its being 
the goal (of a journey). 

In the previous Sutra the way was discussed. Now 
from this Sutra onwards the discussion is about the goal 
reached. The Chhandogya text quoted in connection 
with the way, says, “Then a being who is not a man 
leads them to Brahman” (Ghh. 5. 10. 1). The question 
is whether this Brahman is the Saguna Brahman or the 
Supreme Brahman. BS,dari says it is the Saguna Brah¬ 
man, for such a journey is possible only with respect to 
the Saguna Brahman, which is finite and therefore 
occupies a particular place to which the souls may go. 
But it is not possible with respect to the Nirguna Brah¬ 
man, which is all-pervading. 

II II 

On account of the qualification ^ and. 

8. And on account of the qualification (with 
respect to this Brahman in another text). 

“And conducts them to the worlds of Brahman” 
(Brih. 6. 2. 15). The plural number is not possible with 
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respect to the Supreme Brahman, while it is possible 
in the case of the Saguna Brahman, which may abide 
in different conditions. 

It £ II 

" On account of the nearness g but 

(its) designation as that. 

9. But on account of the nearness (of the 
Saguna Brahman to the Supreme Brahman, it 
is) designated as that (Supreme Brahman). 

‘But’ sets aside any doubt that may arise on account 
of the word ‘Brahman’ being used for the Saguna 
Brahman in the Chhandogya text. This designation, 
the Sutra says, is because of the nearness of the Saguna 
Brahman to the Supreme Brahman. 

tpjj, II ?o ti 

On the dissolution of the Brahmaloka 
along with the ruler of that world (i.e, 
Saguna Brahman) argr: higher than that {ue. the 

Supreme Brahman) on account of the de¬ 

claration of the Sruti. 

10. On the dissolution of the Brahmaloka (the 
souls attain), along with the ruler of that world, 
what is higher than that (Le. the Supreme Brah¬ 
man), on account of the declaration of the Sruti. 
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If the souls going by the path of the gods reach the 
Saguna Brahman then how can a statement like “They 
no more return to this world” (Brih. 6. 2. 15) be made 
with respect to them, as there can be no permanency 
anywhere apart from the Supreme Brahman? This 
Sutra explains it saying that at the dissolution of the 
Brahmaloka the souls, which by that time have attained 
Knowledge, along with the Saguna Brahman attain 
what is higher than the Saguna Brahman, i.e. the 
Supreme Brahman. So the Sruti texts declare. 

II U II 

On account of the Smriti ^ and. 

11. And on account of the Smriti (texts 
supporting this view). 

ywe^ig ii ii 

The Supreme (Brahman) (so says) 

Jaimini on account of that being the primary 

meaning (of the word ‘Brahman’) 

12. The Supreme (Brahman) (is attained by 
the souls going by the path of the gods), (so says) 
Jaimini, on account of that being the primary 
meaning (of the world ‘Brahman’). 

Sutras 12-14 give a prima facie view of the matter. 

Jaimini thinks that the word ‘Brahman’ in the 
Chhindogya text refers to the Supreme Brahman, as 
that is the primary meaning of the word. 
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On account of the Sruti texts ^ and. 

13. And because the Sruti declares that. 

“Groing upwards by that he reaches immortality” 
(Chh. 8. 6. 6; Kath. 2. 6. 16). This text says that the 
soul which passes out of the body by the nerve Su- 
shumn^ reaches immortality, and this can be attained 
only in the Supreme Brahman. 

!T ^ ^ srftnT«Tfiiraf«r: ii ii 

!T Not ^ and in the Saguna Brahman 
the desire to attain Brahman. 

14. And the desire to attain Brahman (which 
an Upisaka has at the time of death can) not 
(be with respect to) the Saguna Brahman. 

“I come to the assembly-house of Prajapati” (Chh. 

8. 14. 1). This desire to attain ‘the house’ cannot be 
with respect to the Saguna Brahman, but is appropriate 
only with respect to the Supreme Brahman. For the text 
quoted says earlier, “And that within which these 
(names and forms) are contained is Brahman^'* where 
the Supreme Brahman is referred to. 

Sutras 12-14 give the opponent’s view against what 
has been said in Sutras 7-11. The arguments of Sutras 
12-14 are refuted thus: The Brahman attained by those 
w o go by the path of the gods cannot be the Supreme 
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Brahman. They attain only the Saguna Brahman. The 
Supreme Brahman is all-pervading, the Inner Self of 
all. Such a Brahman cannot be attziined, for It is the 
Self of everyone. Journey or attainment is possible only 
where there is difference, where the attainer is different 
from the thing attained. What is called realization of 
the Supreme Brahman is nothing but the removal of 
ignorance about It. In such a realization there is no 
going or attaining. When the ignorance is removed 
Brahman manifests Itself. But the attainment of Brah¬ 
man spoken of in the texts connected with the path of 
the gods is not merely the removal of ignorance but 
actual. Such an attainment is not possible with respect 
to the Supreme Brahman. Again the passage, “I enter 
the assembly-house of Prajapati,” etc. can be separated 
from what precedes and be connected with the Saguna 
Brahman. The fact that Chh. 8. 14. 1 says, “I am the 
glory of the Brahmanas, of the kings” cannot make it 
refer to the Nirguna Brahman, for the Saguna Brahman 
can also be said to be the Self of all, as we find in texts 
like “He to whom all works, all desires belong” etc. 
(Chh. 3. 14. 2). The reference to the journey to Brah¬ 
man, which belongs to the sphere of relative knowledge, 
in a chapter which deals with Supreme Knowledge is 
only by way of glorification of the latter. Therefore the 
view expressed in Sutras 7-11 by Badari is the correct 
one. 

Topic 6\ Only those who have worshipped the Saguna 
Brahman without a symbol attain Brakmaloka, 


n II 
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3r5Rft^-3rr5n^?TRl Those who do not use a symbol 
(of Brahman) in their meditations (the super¬ 
human being) leads siKTFTW: so says BidarHyana 
if this distinction is made there being 

no contradiction as is the meditation on that 

(so does one become) ^ and. 

15. Badariyana says that (the superhuman 
being) leads (to Brahmaloka only) those who do 
not use a symbol (of Brahman) in their medita¬ 
tions, there being no contradiction if this distinc¬ 
tion is made, and (it being construed by the 
principle) as is the meditation on that (so does 
one become). 

The question is raised whether all worshippers of the 
Saguna Brahman go to Brahmaloka, being led by the 
superhuman being mentioned in Ghh. 4. 15. 5. The 
opponent holds that they do, according to 3. 3. 31 ante, 
where it is expressly stated that all, whatever be their 
Vidyi, go to Brahmaloka. This Sutra says that only 
those worshippers of the Saguna Brahman who do not 
use any symbol of Brahman in their meditation go there. 
This, however, does not contradict what is said in 3. 3. 
31 if we understand that by ‘all’ are meant all those 
worshippers who do not take the help of any symbol. 
Moreover, this view is justified by the Sruti and Smriti 
declarations which say, “In whatever form they medi¬ 
tate on Him, that they become.” In the worship of the 
symbols the meditations are not fixed on Brahman, the 
symbols being the chief thing in them, and so the 
worshipper does not attain Brahmaloka. But the case 
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of one who worships the five fires is different, as there is 
a direct scriptural statement saying that he goes to 
Brahmaloka. Where there is no such direct scriptural 
statement, we have to hold that only those whose object 
of meditation is Brahman, go to Brahmaloka, not 
others. 


^ II II 

Difference w and the scripture declares. 

16. And the scripture declares a difference 
(with respect to meditations on symbols). 

“One who meditates upon name as Brahman be¬ 
comes independent so far as name reaches” (Chh. 7. 1. 
5); “One who meditates upon speech as Brahman be¬ 
comes independent so far as speech reaches” (Chh. 
7. 2. 2). In these texts the Sruti tells of different results 
according to difference in the symbols. This is possible 
because the meditations depend on symbols, while 
there could be no such difference in results if they 
depended on the one non-different Brahman. Hence it 
is clear that those who use symbols for their meditations 
cannot go to Brahmaloka like those who meditate on 
the Saguna Brahman. 



CHAPTER IV 


Section IV 

In the last section the attainment of Brahmaloka by 
the worshippers of the Saguna Brahman has been dealt 
with. This section deals with the realization of the 
Supreme Brahman by Its worshippers. 

Topic T. The released soul does not acquire anything 
new but only manifests its true nature, 

II % II 

Having attained there is manifesta¬ 
tion (of its real nature) from the word ‘own*. 

1. (When the Jiva) has attained (the highest 
light) there is manifestation (of its real nature), 
as we know from the word ‘own*. 

“Now this serene and happy being, after having 
risen from this body, and having attained the highest 
light, reaches its own true form” (Chh. 8. 3. 4). The 
opponent explains this text as follows: The individual 
soul which has got rid of its identification with the three 
bodies, viz» gross, subtle, and causal, after attaining 
Brahman exists in the state of Liberation. This Libera¬ 
tion was not a pre-existent thing, but something that is 
newly acquired like heaven, as the word ‘reaches’ in 
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the text clearly shows. Therefore Liberation is some¬ 
thing new that is acquired by the Jiva. The Sutra 
refutes this view and says that the word ‘own’ shows 
that Liberation was a pre-existent thing. The Jiva 
manifests its own nature, Le, its real nature, which was 
so long covered with ignorance. This is its attainment 
of Liberation. It is nothing that is newly acquired. 

gsRT:, srfejmg II RII 

Released srfdSli^l^ from the premiss. 

2. (The Self which manifests Its true nature 
attains) Liberation, (as is known) from the pre¬ 
miss (made in the scriptures). 

If Liberation is nothing new that is acquired by the 
Jiva, then what is its difference from bondage? The 
Jiva in the state of bondage was subject to the three 
states of wakefulness, dream, and deep sleep, and was 
experiencing happiness and misery, imagining itself to 
be finite. On being freed from all these misconceptions 
it realizes its true nature, which is Absolute Bliss. This 
removal of all misconceptions is what is known as 
Liberation. Between these two states there is a world of 
difference. How is it known that in this state the Jiva 
is liberated? From the premiss made in the scriptures— 
says the Sutra. “I will explain It to you further” (Ghh. 
8. 9. 3, 8. 10. 4, 8. 11. 3)—here the Sruti proposes to 
expound that Self which is free from all imperfections, 
and it begins thus: “The being without the body is not 
touched by pleasu»*e and pain” (Ghh. 8. 12. 1) and 
concludes, “Thus does this serene being rising above its 
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body and having reached the highest light, appear in 
its own true nature” (Chh. 8. 12, 3). 

mm, ii ^ ii 

The Supreme Self on account of the 

context. 

3. (The ‘light’ attained by the Jiva is) the 
Supreme Self; on account of the context. 

The ‘Light’ attained by the Jiva which is referred to 
in the Chh. 8. 3. 4 is the Supreme Self, and not any 
physical light, for the Self is the subject-matter which 
is introduced thus: “The Self which is free from evil, 
undecaying,” etc. (Chh. 8. 7. 1). The word ‘light’ is 
also used to denote the Self in texts like, “Upon that 
immortal Light of all lights the gods meditate as 
longevity” (Brih. 4. 4. 16). 


Topic 2: The relation of the released soul with 
Brahman is one of non-separation, 

ii v ii 

As inseparable for it is so seen 

from the scriptures. 

4. (The Jiva in the state of Liberation exists) 
as inseparable (from Brahman), for it is so seen 
from the scriptures. 
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The question is raised whether the Jiva in the state 
of Liberation exists as different from Brahman or as one 
with, and inseparable from, It. The Sutra says that it 
exists as inseparable from Brahman, for the scriptures 
say so. “That thou art” (Ghh. 6. 8. 7); “I am Brah¬ 
man” (Brih. 1.4.10); “Being but Brahman, he is 
merged in Brahman” (Brih. 4. 4. 6)—all these texts 
declare that the released soul is identical with Brahman. 
Passages which speak of difference have to be explained 
in a secondary sense as expressing unity. 


Topic 3: Characteristics of the soul that has 
attained the Mrguna Brahman, 

g*J55TRrrfefaT: It n II 

As p)ossessed of the attributes of Brahman 
srIiTfff: (so says) Jaimini on account of the 

reference etc. 

5. (The liberated soul exists) as possessed of the 
attributes of Brahman; (so says) Jaimini, on 
account of the reference etc. 

It has been said that the liberated soul attains Brah¬ 
man. But Brahman has two aspects; one the uncondi¬ 
tioned aspect as Pure Intelligence and Knowledge; the 
other as described in the Ghhindogya 8. 7. 1. “The 
Self which is free from evil, undecaying, undying, free 
from sorrow, hunger and thirst, with true desires and 
volition” etc. Tht question is, which aspect does the 
liberated soul attain ? Jaimini says that it is the condi- 
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tioned aspect. Why? On account of the reference to the 
nature of the Self as being such in the text cited. ‘Etc.* 
includes Vidhi and Vyapadesa. The Vidhi or injunc¬ 
tion referred to is, “That is to be sought after,’* which 
the same Chh^ndogya text enjoins later on, and Vya¬ 
padesa or assertion is the mention of the qualities of 
omniscience and omnipotence in the same text—“Ob¬ 
tains all worlds and all desires.” On these grounds 
Jaimini thinks that the liberated soul attains the condi¬ 
tioned aspect of Brahman. 





Solely as Pure Intelligence gq[- 3 n f » (< F M I tt 
that being its true nature ^ thus Audulomi 

(thinks). 


6. (The liberated soul exists) solely as Pure 
Intelligence, that being its true nature; thus 
Audulomi (thinks). 


This Sutra gives another view about the liberated 
state, which is that of the sage Audulomi. The soul 
being solely of the nature of Pure Intelligence, it exists 
as such in the liberated state. Qualities like being free 
from sin and omniscience are fanciful, and mean only 
the absence of sin etc. 


Thus arPr even on account of refer¬ 
ence the former qualities existing srfipcW 

34 
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there is no contradiction (so says) Bidar^* 

yana. 

7. Even if it be so (i.^. if the liberated soul 
exists as Pure Intelligence), on account of former 
qualities existing owing to reference (we can 
accept them from the relative standpoint, for) 
there is no contradiction (between the two); (so 
thinks) Badariyana. 

Even though from the absolute standpoint the nature 
of the liberated soul is Pure Intelligence, yet from the 
relative standpoint qualities referred to by Jaimini can 
be accepted, as this does not contradict Audulomi’s 
view. The released soul never thinks of itself as omni¬ 
scient, omnipotent, etc., but exists as Pure Intelligence. 
But from our relative standpoint we can say of such a 
released soul as being omniscient etc., because Pure 
Intelligence is beyond our conception. The two views 
describe the liberated soul from two different stand¬ 
points, and so there is no contradiction between the 
two. So says Badar^yana. 

Topic 4: The soul which has attained the Saguna 
Brahman effects its desires by mere wilL 

II t; || 

Through will only g but on 

account of the scriptures saying that. 

8. But through mere will (the released souls 
attain their purpose), for the scriptures say so. 
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The question of those who attain Brahmaloka 
through the worship of the Saguna Brahman by means 
of Vidyis like the Dahara Vidy4 is taken up for dis¬ 
cussion in this Sutra. In this Vidyi it is said, “If he be 
desirous of the world of the fathers, by his mere will 
they come to him” (Chh. 8. 2. 1). The question is 
whether will alone suffices to get the result, or a further 
operative cause is necessary. This Sutra says that by 
mere will the result comes, for the Sruti so declares. 
The will of the released is different from our will, and 
has the power of producing results without any opera¬ 
tive cause. 


II £ II 

SRT: qoT For the very reason ^ and he is 

without a lord. 

9. And for this very reason the released soul is 
without a lord. 

A liberated soul is master of himself. “For them 
there is freedom in all worlds” (Chh. 8, 1. 6). 


Topic 5: A released soul which has attained Brahmaloka 
can exist with or without a body according to its liking. 


3RR snf ^5^1^ II ?o II 

Absence (of body and organs) siTOft: Bidari 
(considers) arri (the Sruti) says because thus. 
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10. There is absence (of body and organs, in 
the case of the released souls) (considers) B&dari, 
because (the scripture) says tnus. 

In the previous Sutra it was told that if one attains 
Brahmaloka, by his mere wish things come to pass. This 
shows that that soul possesses a mind. The question 
naturally arises whether it possesses a body and the 
organs. Bidari says that it does not, for the scripture 
says so. “And it is by means of this divine eye of the 
mind that he sees the desires and rejoices” (Ghh. 8. 12. 
5), which shows that it possesses only the mind and not 
the organs etc. 


Existence Jaimini because 

the scripture declares (the capacity to assume) diverse 
forms. 

11. (The released soul) possesses (a body and 
the organs), considers Jaimini, because the scrip¬ 
tures declare (the capacity on the part of such a 
soul to assume) diverse forms. 

“He being one becomes three, five, seven, nine” 
(Ghh. 7. 26. 2). This text says that a released soul can 
assume more than one form, which shows that it 
possesses besides the mind, a body and the organs. This 
is the view of Jaimini. 

«IK<W«itS5r: II II 
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Like the twelve days’ sacrifice 
(is) of both kinds ^nfTOPT: B^dariyana SRT: from this. 


12. From this BMarfiyana (surmises) (that the 
released soul is) of both kinds, like the twelve 
days’ sacrifice. 


From the twofold declaration of the scriptures 
Badarayana thinks that a released soul which has 
attained Brahmaloka can exist both ways—^with or 
without a body according to its liking. It is like the 
twelve days’ sacrifice, which is called a Sattra as well 
as an Ahina sacrifice. 


II II 

In the absence of a body as in 

dreams (which stand midway between waking and deep 
sleep) this being reasonable. 

13. In the absence of a body (the fulfilment of 
desires is possible) as in dreams, since this is 
reasonable. 


^ II II 

When the body exists as in the waking 

State. 

14. When the body exists (the fulfilment of 
desires is) as in the waking state. 
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Topic 6: The released soul which has attained the 
Saguna Brahman can ardmcdx several bodies 
at the same time, 

5RT II II 

Like a flame an^: animating ?nTT so 
because the scripture shows. 

15. (The released soul’s) animating (different 
bodies) is like that of a flame, because so the 
scripture shows. 

In Sutra 11 it was stated that a liberated soul can 
assume many bodies at the same time for enjoyment. 
The opponent holds that this is useless, as enjoyment is 
possible only in that body in which the soul and mind 
exist, while other bodies are lifeless puppets, since the 
soul and mind, which cannot be divided, cannot exist 
in more than one body. The Sutra refutes this view and 
says that the other bodies are not lifeless puppets, for 
a released soul can, on account of its power, animate 
all these bodies, just as the flame of a lamp can enter 
into different wicks lighted from it. The soul through 
its powers creates bodies with internal organs corres¬ 
ponding to the original internal organs, and being 
limited by these, divides itself as many. Hence all the 
created bodies have a soul, which makes enjoyment 
through all of these possible. This we get from the 
scriptures. 
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Of deep sleep and absolute union (with 
Brahman) having in view either of these 

two this is made clear (by the Sruti) for. 

16. (The declaration of absence of all cognition 
is made) having in view either of the two states, 
viz, deep sleep and absolute union (with Brah¬ 
man), for this is made clear (by the scriptures). 

“What should one know and through what” (Brih, 
2. 4. 14); “But there is not that second thing separate 
from it which it can know” (Ihid, 4.3.30); “It becomes 
like water, one, the witness, and without a second” 
{Jhid, 4. 3. 32). These texts deny cognition to a released 
soul; so how is it possible for a released soul to assume 
several bodies and enjoy—says the opponent. This 
Sutra says that these texts refer either to the state of 
deep sleep or to that of Liberation, in which the soul 
attains absolute union with the Nirguna Brahman, as 
is made clear by the scriptures from the context in each 
case. But what we have been discussing in the previous 
Sutras is the case of one who has attained not absolute 
union with Brahman, but only Brahmaloka. This state 
is quite different from the other two states, and as such 
cognition is possible in it, there being diversity, as also 
enjoyment, even as in heaven, the difference being that 
from Brahmaloka one does not return to this earth, 
whereas from heaven one returns to this mortal world 
after the exhaustion of the virtue which raised him to 
the status of a god. 


Topic 7 : The released soul which has attained Brahmaloka 
has all the lordly powers except the power of creation etc. 
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3rn|5inqR5r^, ^9ftrf|a?^rwr n ?'» w 

Except the power of creation etc. 
sr^'C^IT^ on account of (Isvara being) the subject-matter 
3Rrftrf^?Tc^^ on account of (released souls) not being 
mentioned ^ and. 

17. (The released soul attains all lordly powers) 
except the power of creation etc., on account of 
(Isvara being) the subject-matter (of all texts 
where creation etc. are described), and (the re¬ 
leased souls) not being mentioned (in that con¬ 
nection) . 

The question is raised whether those who by worship¬ 
ping the qualified Brahman attain Brahmaloka and 
lordly powers, have limited or unlimited powers. The 
opponent holds that it should be unlimited because of 
the scriptural texts, “They can roam at will in all the 
worlds” (Chh. 7. 25. 2, 8. 1. 6); “To him all the gods 
offer worship” (Taitt. 1.5). This Sutra says that the 
released souls attain lordly powers without the power 
of creating, preserving, and destroying the universe. 
Barring this power they get all other powers. Why? 
Because Isvara is the subject-matter of all the texts 
dealing with creation etc., while the liberated souls are 
not mentioned at all in this connection. Moreover, this 
would lead to many Isvaras, which may give rise to a 
conflict of wills with respect to creation etc. Therefore 
the powers of the liberated souls arc not absolute but 
limited, and are dependent on the will of Isvara. 


ST, ii ii 
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On account of direct teaching 
if it be said ?r not aTTf^ft because the 

scripture declares (that the soul attains Him) who en¬ 
trusts the sun etc. (with their offices) and resides in 
those spheres. 

18. If it be said (that the released soul attains 
absolute powers) on account of direct teaching 
(of the scriptures), (we say) no, for the scriptures 
declare (that the released soul attains Him) who 
entrusts the sun etc. (with their offices) and resides 
in those spheres. 

“He becomes the lord of himself” (Taitt. 1.6). From 
the direct teaching of the Sruti the opponent holds that 
the released soul attains absolute powers. The Sutra says 
that his powers depend on the Lord, for the text cited 
further on says, “He attains the Lord of the mind,” 
the Lord who abides in spheres like the sun etc. and 
entrusts the sun etc, with offices. Therefore from this 
latter part of the text it is clear that the released soul 
gets its powers from the Lord and depends on Him. 
Hence its powers are not unlimited. 

fi<+K|cltd ^ cWT %, II U It 

Which is beyond all effected things ^ 
and cf«rT so because existence the scripture 

declares. 

19. And (there is a form of the Supreme Lord) 
which is beyond all created things, because so the 
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scripture declares (His) existence (in a twofold 
form). 

“Such is the greatness of it; greater than it is the 
Purusha. One foot of His is all beings. His (other) 
three feet are what is inunortal in heaven” (Chh. 3. 12. 
6). This text declares that the Supreme Lord abides in 
two forms, the transcendental and the relative. Now he 
who worships the Lord in His relative aspect does not 
attain the transcendental aspect, for the Sruti says, 
“As one meditates upon That, so one becomes.” 
Similarly, since the worshipper is not able to com¬ 
prehend the relative aspect of the Lord in full, as pos¬ 
sessed of infinite attributes and powers, but is able to 
comprehend Him only partially, he attains only limited 
powers, and not unlimited powers like the Lord Him¬ 
self. 


II It 

(The two) show ^ and thus srcJr^-3r^»rr% 
perception and inference. 

20. And thus perception and inference show. 

This Sutra says that the transcendental aspect of the 
Lord is established by both the Sruti and Smriti. That 
form which the previous Sutra cited merely as an ex¬ 
ample, this Sutra establishes on the authority of the 
Sruti and Smriti. “There the sun shines not, not the 
moon, nor stars” etc. (Mu. 2. 2. 10): “That the sun 
illumines not, nor ^he moon, nor the fire” etc, (Giti, 
15. 6). 
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^pft*nTrsr-irr*=^-fir^^ Because of indications of equal¬ 
ity with respect to enjoyment only ^ and. 

21. And because of the indications (in the 
scriptures) of equality of the released soul with 
the Lord) only with respect to enjoyment. 

That the powers of the released soul are not un¬ 
limited is also known from the indications in the Sruti 
that the equality of these souls with the Lord is only 
with respect to enjoyment, and not with respect to 
creation etc. “As all beings take care of this Deity, so do 
they take care of liim” (Brih. 1. 5. 20); “Through it 
he attains identity with this Deity, or lives in the same 
world with it” (Brih. 1. 5. 23). All these texts describe 
equality only with respect to enjoyment, and mention 
nothing as regards creation etc. 

amiffe: 3 nnfi%: 51®^ 11u 

apn^fTT: Non-return on account of scriptural 
declaration. 

22. (There is) no return (for these released 
souls); on account of scriptural declaration (to 
that effect). 

If the powers of the released souls are limited, then 
like all limited things they too will come to an end, and 
consequently the released souls will have to come back 
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from Brahmaloka to this mortal world—says the op¬ 
ponent. The Sutra refutes such a contingency on 
scriptural authority. Those who go to Brahmaloka by 
the path of the gods do not return from there. “Going 
up by that way, one reaches immortality” (Chh. 8. 6. 
6); “They no more return to this world” (Brih, 6. 2. 15). 

The repetition of the words “No return” etc, is to 
show that the book is finished. 
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hold Pantheism, 85 
See also Vedanta. 

Adhy^a (Superimposition), 3-18 
objections against, answered, 
5-9 

is due to ignorance, 8 
defined by Sankara, 9-12 
according to others, 12-14 
the basis of our experience, 
14-16 

Adrishta (the Unseen Principle), 
of the Vaiseshikas, 185 if. 
in what does it inhere, 185 
cannot be the cause of the first 
motion of the atoms, 185 
yields fruit of actions at some 
future time, 412 
Agnihotra, 325, 379 
Agnirahasya, the fires in, consti¬ 
tute a separate Vidya, 358-64 
Air, springs from ether, 215 
the cause of lire, 217 
See also Vayu. 

Ajahat Lakshana, 273 
Aji, is not the Pradhana but 
causal matter, 125-27 
Ajatasatru, 132 

Ak^a (Ether), Brahman is to be 
understood by the word, 
49-50, 91 

the small, in the heart, is 
Brahman, 94-100 
external and internal, 95, 
97-98 

Ak^a, the small, the Jiva retires 
to, in deep sleep, 95-96 
which reveals names and forms 
is Brahman, 115-16 
cannot be a nonentity, 196 
not eternal, 211-15 
the cause of air, 215-16 
Akshara (Imperishable), is 

Brahman, 91-93 


Alayavijn^a, 201-02 
Anandamaya, see “Self consist¬ 
ing of bliss”. 

Antahkarana (the internal 
organ), the necessity of 
accepting an, 234 
Apurva, 268-69, 315-16, 417 

Asmarathya, his views, 82, 
136, 138 

Asramas, all the four, enjoined by 
the scriptures, 386, 406-07 
the duties of, compulsory, 
395-97 

persons not belonging to any 
of the, are also entitled to 
Knowledge, 397-99 
Atliarvanikas, their rite of 
carrying fire on the head, 321 
Ativddin, who is an, 90 
Atman, as limited by the Upadhis 
is atomic etc., 231, 238 
is changeless, 234 
knowledge of, gives Freedom, 
329-30 

See also Self and soul. 

Atoms, as the First Cause, 155, 
205 

refutation of the atomic theory 
of the Vaiseshikas, 142, 155- 
56, 183-89 
Atrcya, 403 

Avidyi (Ignorance), the cause 
of all duality, 3-4 
defined, 14-16 

the means of right knowledge 
and the scriptural texts belong 
to the sphere of, 15 
See also Maya, Nescience. 
Avyakta (the Undeveloped), 
in Katha 1.3.10-11 means 
causal substance and not the 
Pradhdna, 118 if., 124-25 
is dependent on the Supreme 
Lord, 121-22 
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in Katha 1.3.15 means the 
Supreme Self, 123 
Audulomi, his views in Vedanta, 
137-38, 404, 463-64 

Badarayana, v seq. 

and the Pincharatras, xxvi seq, 
Bddari, his views, 82, 274, 452 
Bauddha, Idealists, 189; their 
views refuted, 198-202 
Realists, 189; their views re¬ 
futed, 189-90 

the twofold aggregate of, 189-91 
Bauddhas, their doctrine of 
universal momentariness re¬ 
futed, 190 ff. 

the twofold aggregate of, the, 
193-96 

Bh%avata school, the, its 
doctrines refuted, 208-10 
Bhaskara, 309 

Bhedabhedavada, 136, 307-08 
Bhuman, is Brahman, 88-90 
Birth, and death are spoken of the 
soul metaphorically, 222-23 
may take place without the five 
oblations, 278-79 

Body,birth and death are primarily 
spoken of, 222-23 
the subtle, 434-35 
Brahmacharya, etc., as a means 
to Knowledge, 397 
Brahmaloka, attainment of, is a 
step in gradual emancipation, 
94 

‘Small Akasa’ is called, 95-96 
creatures daily go to, 96 
attainment of, is not possible 
as long as there is a body, 342 
the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman goes after death to, 
441-44 

only the worshippers of the 
Saguna Brahman without a 
symbol go to, 456-58 
there is no return for such 
knowers from, 469, 473-74 
Brahman, causality of, explained, 
xix seq. 


the only Reality, 3, 158-59 
Jiva is identical with, 3, 30, 
307-08 

and Maya, 4 

is not an object of the senses, 
5-6, 25-26, 75-77, 155, 158-59 
knowledge of, results in Libera¬ 
tion and immortality, 4, 22, 
31, 135, 410 

the substratum of Adhy5sa, 5-9 
scriptures have no value for the 
knower of, 18 
the inquiry into, 19-22 
requisites for the aspirant to the 
knowledge of, 22 
is the source of origin etc. of the 
world, 22fr. 
definitions of, 22-23 
is cognizable through the 
scriptures alone and not 
through reasoning etc., 23, 
26-27, 158 

is the First Cause, 24ff., 38-39, 
142-43 

reveals Itself on the destruction 
of ignorance, 25-30 
described negatively, 25 
is the main purport of all the 
Vedanta texts, 27-33, 88-89, 
226-27 

knower of, becomes one with 
It, 30, 461-62 

knowledge of, does not depend 
on human endeavour, 30 
meditated upon as mind and 
sun, 30 

not the object of the act of 
knowing or of devout wor¬ 
ship, 30-31 

is Inner Ruler of world, 115-16 
is our Inner Self, 31 
injmictions have no place with 
regard to, 31 

can be all-Ioiowing and creative 
through Maya, 34, 181 
Saguna and Nirguna, xv seq., 
xxxiv seq., 39 

the tail or support of every¬ 
thing, 39-46 
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as the person in the sun and | 
the eye, 47-48, 69-73 I 

limitations arc imagined in, for 1 
Upasand, 47-48, 70-71, 310- 
11 

as Akasa (Ether), 49-50 
as Prana, 50-51, 55-59 
as Light, 51 

as the metre Gdyatri, 53-54 1 

as the Being consisting of mind, , 

60-66 I 

smallness of, 64 
as abiding in the heart, 65 
does not experience pleasure or ! 

pain, 65, 242-43 i 

and the individual soul, 65, i 
163-64, 225, 240-243 | 

as the Eater, 66-67 | 

as distinguished by Bliss, 72 
is the Ruler within, 73-75 | 

is Vaisvanara, 77-83 
as the resting place of heaven, 
earth, etc., 84-88 
all is, 85 

is not manifold, 85 
as the Witness, 88 
is Bhuman, 88-91 
is Truth, 91 

is Akshara (Imperishable), 
91-93 

the Highest Person in Pr. 5.5 
is, 93-94 

as “the small Akasa”, 94-100 ' 
body is the city of, 95 
the light of all lights, 100-01, ^ 
114-15 

as the person of the size of the 
thumb, 101-03 

the Prana in Kath. 2. 6. 2 is, ' 
114 

as the revealer of names and 
forms, 115-16 ! 

the Nature of the Supreme, 115, ' 
295-314 

as the Self consisting of knowl- ^ 
edge, 116-17 

wished to be many, 131 ! 
the Self of all, 131 I 

Kau, 4. 19 refers to, 132-34 i 


is the Self to be seen through 
hearing etc., 134-39 
is both the material and efficient 
cause of the world, 139-42, 
165-67, 175 

is the cause of the world 
though of a different nature 
from it, 147-55 
is existence itself, 150, 216 
objections to, being the cause 
of the world refuted, 147-55, 
156-75, 184-85 

has only apparently changed into 
the world, 152, 168-69, 175 
the individual soul an image of, 
in the mind, 157 
is realized in SamMhi, 158, 
305-06 

world is non-different from, 
159, 163 

the world exists in, potentially, 
during Pralaya, 162 
the Cause through M&ya, 169 
the power of Maya of, estab¬ 
lished, 170 

creative through sportive im¬ 
pulse, 171-72 

partiality or cruelty cannot be 
attributed to, 172-74 
is endowed with all the attribu¬ 
tes necessary for creation, 175 
the material and efficient cause 
of the world, 205-08 
everything orginates from, 209 
is not created, 216-17 
elements become creative 
through the agency of, 219-20 
at Pralaya the elements are 
absorbed in, in the reverse 
order, 220-22 

organs are produced from, 
248-50 

the Chief Pr&na is created 
from, 252-53 

the soul in dreamless sleep rests 
in, 291-92 

nature of Supreme, 295-314 
takes form in connection with 
Upadhis, 299, 301-02 
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is Pure Intelligence, 300 
the two forms of, are denied by ! 
*not this, not this’ and not | 
the Brahman Itself, 303-04 I 
is not perceived due to | 
ignorance, 305 

is without a second, 309-14 
is called a bank etc. metaphor¬ 
ically, 310 

meditations on, 327-32, 334-38, 
347ff. 

knowers of the Saguna, go by 
“the path of the gods”, 
343-47 

the departure of the knower of 
the Saguna, 433, 439-40 
knowers of the Saguna, go to 
Brahmaloka, 441-44 
attainment of, means destruc¬ 
tion of ignorance, 343-44, 456 
Pranas of the knower of, do not 
depart at death but get 
merged in It, 436-39 
realization of, is the result of 
the Vidyas, 370 

knowledge of, effects man’s 
highest puipose (Puru- 
sh&rtha), 375 

is not a part of sacriffeial acts, 
375-84 

the meditator on, is to com¬ 
prehend It as identical with 
himself, 413-14 

is not to identify himself with ' 
the symbol of Brahman, 
414-15 I 

in meditations symbols are to be 
viewed as, 415-16 
knowledge of, destroys all past 
and future sins, 420-21 
knower of, is not aflfected by 
good de^s, 421-22 ! 

attains oneness with It on the ' 
exhaustion of Prarabdha 
Karma, 426-27 ' 

is attained by souls who go by 
the path of the gods on the 
dissolution of Brahmaldca, 
454-56 


Brahma-Sutras, v 
author and date of the, v seq. 
commentators on, x seq. 
and Giti viii-ix, lii seq. 
the necessity for the study of 
the 4-5 

Buddhi (Intellect), the subtle 
Upidhi (adjunct) of the Self, 
231-33, 236-37 

Buddhism, tlie three principal 
schools of, 189 

See also Bauddha and the 
Buddhists. 

Buddhists, the, say that there is no 
self apart from Vijnana, 13 
See also Bauddha. 

Cause, effect exists in, before its 
origination as well as after 
it, 151, 161-62 

is not polluted by the effect 
when the latter gets dis¬ 
solved in it, 152-53 
effect is of the nature of, and 
not vice versa, 152 
the, alone is real, 158-59 
every, is not necessarily the 
effect of an antecedent tiling, 
216-17 

Cause and effect, are non-differ- 
ent, 147, 160-62, 214 
are not similar in every respect, 
149-50 

relation of, according to the 
Vaiseshikas, 183-84 
the Bauddha chain of 190-94 
relation of, contradicts the 
doctrine of momentariness, 
193-94 

Celibacy, expiation for trans¬ 
gressing the vow of, 400-02; 
such transgressor to be 
shunned, 402 
See also Sannyasa. 

Ceremonies, purificatory, denied 
to Sudras, 112 

Charvakas, ii, 365-66; refuted, 
365-66 

Childlike state, 408 
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Consciousness, a quality of the 
Self, 366 

Creation, scriptures on, 129-31 
is without a beginning, 174 

Dahara Vidyd, 319, 362, 369-70 

Death, the mode of departure of 
the soul at, 428-433 

Deities, the presiding, of the 
organs, 148-49, 257-59 
which conduct the soul to 
Brahmaloka, 449-52 
See also gods. 

Devayana, see “the path of gods” 
under God. 

Digits, see Kal5s. 

Dream, state, is unreal, 200, 
287-88 

the Jiva in, 235, 285-90 
is the intermediate place, 
285-86 

world is the creation of the 
Jiva, 288 

Earth is created from water, 218 
is meant by Anna, 218 

Effect, see Cause and Effect. 

Elements, atoms and their 
respective, 188 

become causes through the 
agency of Brahman, 219-20 
reabsorption in Brahman at 
Pralaya, 220-21 

organs are the modifications of 
the, 222 

are created by the Lord, 261-62 

Emancipation, sec Liberation. 

Ether, see Akasa. ; 

Fire, Brahman conceived as ' 

gastric, 80-81 
is created from air, 217 
water is created from, 217-18 
worshippers of the five fires go 
to Brahmaloka, 457-58 j 

Food, prohibited, when can be i 

taken, 393-94 ! 

See also Anna. I 

Freedom, see Liberation. * 


Gayatri, is everything whatever 
exists, 53-54 

Brahman is denoted by the 
metre, 54 

God, see Lord. 

Gods, are entitled to the study of 
the Vedas etc., 103, 109-10 
their corporeality, 103-06 
are capable of assuming several 
forms simultaneously, 104 
are qualified for Vidy^ 109 
souls become the food of, 
269-70 

the path of the, who go by it 
after death, 343-346 
the path of the, the only way to 
Brahmaloka, 445-46 
stages in the path of the, by 
which the departing soul 
goes, 445-49 

the Saguna Brahman is 
attained by the soul who 
goes by the path of the, 
451-52 

souls which go by the path of 
the, attain Supreme Brahman 
on the dissolution of Brah¬ 
maloka, 452-456 
Sec also Deities. 

Great, see Mahat. 

Gunas, the three, 34, 181-82 

Heaven, performers of sacrifices 
alone go to, 268-69 

Hell, 275-76 

Hiranyagarbha, 93, 249, 257, 
331-32 

Householder, the importance of 
his life, 406 

Immortality, is gained only by 
the knowledge of the Supreme 
Self, 135 

Isvara, is recognized by the 
Yoga system, 146 
See also Lord. 

Jabala Satyakima, 112-13 

Jfib&las, 83 
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Jaimini, 81-83, 347-48, 358-59, 
362-63 

on the qualiiication of gods for 
Upasan^ etc., 108-09, 134 
thinly that religious merit 
brings about the fruits of 
actions, 315 

the Vedas throughout prescribe 
acts according to, 376-78: 
this view refuted, 378-85 
on Sannyasa, 385-87 
says that the soul which goes 
by the path of the gods 
attains the Saguna Brahman, 
454 

on the characteristics of the 
liberated soul, 462-63, 466-67 
Jainas, refuted, 202-05 
Janaka, 377, 380, 383 
J^asruti, 110-11 
Jiva, see Soul. 

Jivanmukti, 421 

KanSda, 154-56 
Kapila, 145, 154 
Karma, the soul descends from 
heaven with the residual, 
270-74 

and good conduct, 272-74 
the Lord is the giver of the 
fruits, of, 314-15 
Jaimini’s views on, 315 
Badarayana’s view on the frui¬ 
tion of, 315-16 

itself is incapable of producing 
results, 315-16 

the good and evil, of a knower 
of Brahman go to his friends 
and enemies respectively, 
339-40. 

he who has attained Knowledge 
gets rid of his good and evil, 
at death, 340-42 
Sanchita and Agdmi, alone are 
destroyed through Knowledge, 
341-42, 422-23 

Prarabdha, is destroyed at 
death, 341 

law of, does not hold good in 


the case of a knower of 
Brahman, 421-22 

Karmak^nda, 17,22,29 
KSrshnajini, 272-73 
Kasakritsna, 137-38 
Knowledge, the means of right, 
belong to the sphere of 
Avidyd, 15ff. 

is not an activity of the mind, 
31 

depends on the thing itself, 
31 

on the dawning of, the individ¬ 
ual soul realizes its identity 
with Brahman, 164, 306-07 
perfect, attained in Samadhi, 
238 

is attained through the grace 
of the Lord, 239 
perfect, results from Nirguna 
Upasan4, 344 

sacrifices performed with, 
are more powerful, 356-57 
of Brahman leads to Libera¬ 
tion, 375-76 

no work for one who has 
attained, 380 

destroys all ignorance, 383 
is gained in Sannyasa Asrama, 
384-85 

works are an indirect means to, 
391-92 

can be attained by special 
works, 398-99 

when may It come? 408-09 
destroys all past and future 
sins, 420-21 

cannot destroy Prirabdha 
works, 422-23 
Kumdrila, 309 

Liberation, is not attained by the 
knowledge of the empirical 
self, 20 

true knowledge of Self leads to, 
21, 329-30 

is attained by knowledge of 
Brahman, 22, 36, 115, 375 
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comes from the comprehension 
of the Vedinta texts, 29 
knowledge of the Saguna 
Brahman leads to gradual, 39 
according to the SSnkhyas, 
122-23 

is attained by worshipping etc. 
Vasudeva, 208 

comes from Knowledge only, 
391 

not delayed after Knowledge, 
410 

is knowledge of Brahman, 410 
is nothing newly acquired, 460 
Light, in Chh. 3. 13. 7 is Brah¬ 
man, 51-55 

Brahman is the, of lights, 100-01 
the Highest, is Brahman, 115 
the, attained by Jiva is the 
Supreme Self, 46l 
Lord, the whole creation is reab¬ 
sorbed in the Supreme, 66 
cosmic form of the, 79 
is to be meditated upon in the 
space between the head and 
the chin, 83 

the Supreme, is free from the j 
three states of waking, dream, 
and deep sleep, 99 
is not afl'ected by ignorance, 
122 

dispenses fruits of action, 173, 
205, 239-40, 314-16 
the Internal Ruler, 75 
the Supreme, the soul is depen¬ 
dent on, for its agency, 238-40 
Knowledge attained through 
His grace, 239, 289-90 
the soul is a part of the, 240-43, 
245 

the Supreme, does not create 
the dream world, 286-88 
the Supreme, does not enjoy the 
fniits of actions, 349 
meditation on the cosmic form 
of the, 368 

the Supreme, abides in two 
forms, 472-74 
See also Brahman. 


Madhu VidyA, lOSff, 127 
Mahat (Great), in Katha, 1.3.11 
does not refer to the S&n- 
khyan category, 1 ISff. 
means the cosmic intellect, 120, 
124 

refers to Self in Vedic texts, 124 
Mdheswaras, their philosophical 
doctrines, 205-08 
Maitreyi, 135 
Mam, 106, 112, 145, 189 
M4yS, explained, Sff. 
is not real, 4, 11-12 
is Anirv’achaniya, 4, 12, 122 
is the result of Avidya, 3, 10 
Brahman becomes creative 
through, 34, 121-22, 169, 179 
is a power of Brahman, 146 
the Lord is able to create the 
world of diversity through 
His power of, 167 
Brahman’s power of, estab¬ 
lished, 170 

Brahman is apparently modi¬ 
fied through, 175 
Meditation, in, on Brahman all 
the qualities of Brahman, 
negative and otherwise, are 
to be combined into one, 
327-29, 347-48 

reciprocal, is enjoined in Ait. 

Ar. 2. 2. 4. 6, 351-52 
on Atman to be repeated till 
Knowledge dawns, 411-13 
one has to practise, sitting, 
417-19 

Meditations connected with the 
members of sacrificial acts, 
371-74, 403-04 

in, on the members of sacri¬ 
ficial acts the idea of divin¬ 
ity is to be superimposed on 
them, 416-17 

arc to be observed till death, 413 
Meditativeness, is enjoined in 
Brih. 3. 5. 1, 404-06 
Mimamsakas (Purva), object to 
the definition of superim¬ 
position, 10-12 
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uphold the intrinsic validity of 
all knowledge, 11 
Pr&bh^kara school of, and 
superimposition, 11-12 
purport of the Vedas accord¬ 
ing to, 27 

say that the words of the Vedas 
are eternal, 105 

say that difference of terms 
indicate difference in acts, 
369-70 

Mind, the functions of the organs 
arc merged in, at death, 
428-30 

is not the material cause of the 
organs, 429 

the fimction of, gets merged in 
Prana at death, 430-31 
Momentariness, the Bauddha 
doctrine of, 190, 191ff., 197 
Moon, the world of, 269, 274-75 
280-81 

Nachiketas, Yama and, 124 
Naiyayikas, and superimposi¬ 
tion, 13ff. 

mention atoms as First Cause, 
155-56 

declare the Lord to be only the 
efficient cause, 205 
the Jiva an agent according to 
the, 238 

their doctrine of many souls 
refuted, 245-47 

Name and form, the universe 
and its objects have, as 
the condition of their mani¬ 
festation, 106 

all mental states are condi¬ 
tioned by, 106 

evolved by Brahman, 115-16 
261-62 

Nirada, 89ff., 346 
Nescience, see Avidyi, Maya. 
Nihilism, illogical, 202 
Nihilists (Bauddha), 142, 189 
Nimb&rka, xi-xiv 
causality of Brahman a cording 
to, xxvi 


the Jiva according to, xxxii-xxxiii 
Brahman’s nature according to, 
xl seq., xliv seq. 

Non-existence, 130, 142-43, 197-99 

Object, subject and, arc opposed 
and cannot be identified, 6 
subject and, are mixed up due 
to ignorance, 6-7 
the nature of, is twofold, 12 

Oblations, the five, 265, 277-78 

Om, the symbol, in the Udgitha 
Vidya, 324-26, 373 

Organs, are the effects of elements, 
221-22, 250 

are produced from Brahman, 
248-50 

their number, 250-51 
are minute in size, 252 
the presiding deities of the, 
257-59 

the relation between the soul 
and the, 258-59 
are independent principles 
and not modes of the Chief 
Prana, 259-60 

follow the soul at death, 266-67 
the functions of the, are merged 
in the mind at death, 428-30 
the, of the knower of the 
Nirguna Brahman get 
merged in It at death, 437-38 

Panchagni Vidya, those who 
know the, go by the path of 
the gods, 345-46 

PancJiardtra school, see Bh^ga- 
vata school. 

Parin^mavada, 5 

Perception, direct, is the basis of 
all the other means of knowl¬ 
edge, 9 

Person (Purusha), the high^t, 
in Pr. 5. 5. is Brahman, 
93-94 

of the size of the thumb is 
Brahman, 101-02 

Philosophy, the six systems of, 

• • w • 

1-111 
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Pilriyina, 277 

PrabhdkaraSj on superimposi¬ 
tion, 11-12 

PradhSna, is made up of the three 
Gunas, 32, 180-82 
the S^khyan First Cause, 
33-34 

refutation of th; Sankhyan 
doctrine of, 33-40, 76, 176-83 
is insentient and not based on 
the scriptures, 33-34 
118 seq. 

is not the ruler within, 74 
cannot be the resting place of 
heaven, earth, etc*, 84-87 
not the Immutable (Akshara), 92 
Aja does not refer to, 124-27 
is an independent entity, 145-46 
of the Yogins refuted, 205-08 
Pralaya (Dissolution of the 
world), 107 

the world exists in a potential 
form during, 162, 220 
Pr^a, in Ghh. 1. II. 4-5, Kau, 
3. 1-8 and Katha, 2* 6. 2. 
is Brahman, 50-51, 55-59, 
113-14 respectively, 
water as the dress of, 332-33 
Prana, the chief, (vital force) 
is created from Brahman, 

252- 53 

the chief, (vital force) is different 
from air and sense functions, 

253- 57 

the chief, (vital force) accord¬ 
ing to the Sankhyas, 254 
the chief, (vital force) is subor¬ 
dinate to the soul, 255-56 
the chief, (vital force) its func¬ 
tion, 255-57 

the chief, (vital force) is not an 
instrument, 255-56 
the chief, (vital force) is minute, 
257 

the functions of the mind get 
merged in, at death, 430-31 
the functions of, get merged in 
the Jiva at death, 431-32 
Pr^i&gnihotra, 354-56 


Prana Vidyi, 319, 326-27, 332-33 
Purusha (of the Sankhyas), 37, 
178, 180 

PurushArtha, the highest attained 
through Knowledge, 375-76, 
391 

Purusha Vidya, 337-38 

Purva MimamsS, see Mimamsd. 

Ramakrishna, Sri. 17 
Ramdnuja, x-xiii, xxxi-xxxiii, 5, 
141 

causality of Brahman accord¬ 
ing to, XXV 

the soul according to, xxxi- 
xxxii 

Brahman’s nature according to, 
xxxiv seq., xlv seq. 

Reasoning, cannot arrive at truth, 
24 

and the scriptures, 24, 29, 
154-55 

has been employed by the scrip¬ 
tures, 29 

Ritvik (Priest), 404 

Ruler within, is Brahman, 73-74 

Sacrifices, lead to heaven, 269 

those who do not perform, 
go to the abode of Yama, 
274-75 

killing animals in, does not 
entail sin, 283 

Sadhana, (spiritual practices), 
texts dealing with creation in 
Vedanta refer to, 28 

is possible only during one’s life¬ 
time, 342 

the destruction of good and evil 
results from, 342 
Samachara, 321 
Samadhi, see Meditation. 
Samavaya (inseparable in¬ 
herence), 186 

Sampat Upasand 82-83, 362 
Samsara (relative existence), the 
cause of, 4 

is got rid of through the knowl¬ 
edge of Brahman, 4, 20 
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is without a beginning. 240 
Samskaras (Impressions), are 
impossible without the 
perception of external objects, 
. 200-01 

require a permanent abode, 
201 

Samvarga Vidya, 358 
Sanatkum^a, 89ff., 346 
Sandilya Vidyi, 319, 333-35 
362, 369 

Sinkhyas, their First Cause, 32-33 
refutation of their doctrine of 
the Pradhana, 34-40, 118-43 
176-82, 245-47 

the categories of the, not men¬ 
tioned in the Vedas, 146 
Siinkhya Srariti, its authority 
refuted, 144-46 

Sannyasa, Knowledge is gain¬ 
ed in Sannyasa Asrama, 
384 

is prescribed by the scriptures, 
384-87, 407 

there is no re\r'erting back to 
former life from, 399-400 
expiatory ceremony for break¬ 
ing the vow of, 402 
Sannyasins, need not perform 
rites etc., 390-91 
Sat, is Brahman, 34 

refers to an intelligent prin¬ 
ciple, 35-36 

Satyabhedavada, see Audulomi. 
Scriptures, the, arc impersonal 
and infallible, 9, 24 
deny only the absolute validity 
of perception, 9, 168 
belong to the sphere of Avidya, 
16 

are the only proof about Brah¬ 
man, 24, 26-27, 40 
declare that one ignorant of 
them cannot know Brahman, 
27 

employ reasoning, 29 
their aim is to describe Brahman 
and not the Jiva, 88, .,04 
Self, as subject and object, 7-8 


is proved by intuitive knowl¬ 
edge, 8 

is realized through SadhanS, 15 
is Brahman, 20 

the empirical, and the real Self, 
21, 134-35, 137-38 
knowledge of the, liberates, 
21, 135 

consisting of bliss, 40-44, 45 
consisting of knowledge is 
Brahman, 116-17 
to be seen through hearing etc. 

is Brahman, 134-39 
injunctions etc. when possible 
with reference to, 243-44 
there is no confusion of the fruit 
of actions due to unity of the, 
244 

is separate from the body, 
364-66 

is not an agent, 379 
no work is prescribed for a 
knower of the, 381-83 
knowledge of the, is antago¬ 
nistic to work, 384 
See also Brahman. 

Sense organs, are created, 249 
are directed by the soul, 206-07 
Skandhas, the five, of the 
Bauddhas, 189-90 
the five, and atoms cannot 
aggregate by themselves, 
191-92 

Sleep, deep or dreamless 
(Sushupti), the Jiva in, 233, 
290-95 

the seat of, 290-92 
Smritis and Sruti, 79, 144-45 
prohibit the studying of the 
Vedas etc. by Sudras, 113 
Soul, (the individual), is in reality 
identical, with Brahman, 
xxix-xxxi, xxxiii-xxxiv, 3, 46, 
231, 461-62 

identifies itself with body, 3 
is an agent, 65, 76-77, 88, 
134-35, 224-32, 235-39 
experiences pleasure and pain. 
65, 88, 258-59 
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difference between, and 
Brahman, 64-65 
difference between, and the 
Supreme Lord is due to 
Nescience, 75, 134, 164-65, 
225, 242, 289-90 
experiences the fruits of 
good and evil actions, 88 
daily goes into the small 
Akasa in deep sleep, 96-97 
is free from evil etc. only as 
non-different from Brahman, 
99 

and Brahman acc. to various 
schools of Vedanta, 136-38 
had always had a previous 
existence, 174 
Jainas on, 203-04 
directs the sense organs, 207-09 
the, is not created but eternal, 
209, 223-24 

birth and death are meta¬ 
phorically spoken of the, 
222-23 

acc. to Vaiseshikas, 224-25 
is not the subject-matter of the 
scriptures, 227 

conjunction of the, and the 
intellect exists in its relative 
state, 232-33 

in deep sleep, 233, 291-94 
in dream state, 235, 285-89 
a part or reflection of the Lord, 
240-43, 244-45 

connection between the, and 
the organs is permanent, 259 
cannot create, 262 
its departure at death, 264-70, 
433, 443-44, 446-48 . 
its descent from heaven, 270-74 
in a swoon, 294 

the released, only manifests its 
real nature, 459-61 
its characteristics, 462-64 
in Brahmaloka, 464-74 
Souls, are different from one 
another, 244 

refutation of the doctrine of 
many all-pervading, 245-46 


perfected, are reborn for some 
Divine Mission, 346-47 
which have attained Brahma¬ 
loka, on Its dissolution attain 
Brahman, 451-56 
there is no return for released, 
from Brahmaloka, 473-74 
Sraddh^, water is called 265, 
268 

Srutis, see Scriptures. 

Subject, see Object. 

Sudras, not entitled to the study 
of the Vedas, 110-13 
Superimposition, see Adhy^a. 
Sushumna (nerve), the knower 
of the Saguna Brahman goes 
out through the, 433, 439-41 
Sushupti, sec Sleep, deep. 

Sutras, iii-v 

Udgitha, meditations on, 388-89 
to be viewed as the sun, 416-17 
Udgitha Vidya, 323-25, 366-67 
and the symbol Om, 324-25, 
326, 372-73 

Upanishads, and M^y^vada, 
xlii seq. 

speak of two types of Brahman, 
39 

the subject-matter of the, is 
Brahman, 87 

Up^anas, are not parts of sacri¬ 
fices, 356-57 

connected with sacrificial acts 
are valid for all SakhSs, 
366-67 

enhance the result of sacrifices, 
374 

Vaiseshikas, their philosophical 
views and their refutation, 
183-89, 205, 224-25, 245-46 
Vaisv^ara, is Brahman, 77-83 
Upasana 319, 470 
Vidy^, 322, 345 

VAjasancyins, 80, 134, 333, 359 
V^madeva, 57, 409 
V&sudeva, 208-09 
VSyu, see Air. 
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Vedas, have no value for the 
knower of Brahman, 18 
the study of, is a pre-requisite 
for Vedinta and Purva 
MimSmsd, 21 
prescribe acts, 27-28 
who are entitled to the study of 
the, 102-03, 110-13 
the world created from the, are 
eternal, 104-06 

Vedanta, holds the identity of the 
soul and Brahman, 20 
room for reasoning in, 25 
being based on the Srutis is 
more authoritative than the 
S^khya Smriti, 154 

Vedanta texts, give the knowledge 
of the real nature of the 
Self, 16-17, 20, 24 
the main purport of the, is 
Brahman, 27-29, 32, 322 
are the only proof of Brahman, 
32 

refer to an intelligent principle 
as the First Cause, 38 
there is no conflict in the, with 
respect to Brahman as the 
First Cause, 129-31 
teach the Supreme Self, 379-80 

Videhamukti, knower of Brahman 
attains, 422 

Vidya, Mu. 3. 1. 1 and Kath. 
1. 3. 1 form one, 348-49 
Brih. 3. 4. 1 and 3. 5. 1 form 
one, 350-51 

Brih. 5. 4. 1 and 5. 5. 2 form 
one, 352-53 

Vidyds (Up&sands), what are the? 
317 

with identical or similar forms 
arc one VidyA, 318-22 
particulars of identical, men¬ 
tioned in different places 
are to be combined into one 
meditation, 322-23^ 
having different subject-matter 
are different, 323-25 
identical, in the sam' Sdkh& 
have to be combined, 333-34 


various, like the S^dilya etc. 
are to be kept separate, 

369- 70 

one is to be selected from among 
the, relating to Brahman, 
370 

yielding particular desires 
may or may not be combined, 

370- 71 

scriptural statements referring 
to enjoin meditation, 388-89 
Viraja, 341-42 
Visishtadvaitavida, 5 
Vital force, see Prana. 

Vyasa, 346 

Waking state, is real in com¬ 
parison with dreams, 199-200 
Water, created from fire, 217-18 
earth created from, 218-19 
called Sraddha, 265, 268 
as the dress of Pr^na, 332-33 
Word, the relation between, and 
its object is eternal, 104-05 
the world originates from, 
104-06 

Work, on whom the scriptures 
enjoin, 382-83 

the knower of the Self is not 
bound by the effects of, 383 
an indirect means to Knowl¬ 
edge, 391-93 

has no part in producing 
Liberation, 391-92 
the results of obligatory, is not 
destroyed by Knowledge, 
423-25 

regular, contributes to Knowl¬ 
edge indirectly, 424 
done with a desire does not help 
the origination of Knowledge, 
425 

sacrificial, not combined with 
meditations also helps in the 
origination of Knowledge, 
425 

all, including PrSrabdha of the 
Knower of Brahman are 
destroyed at death, 426-27 
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See also Karma. j 

World, the, originates from the i 
words of the Vedas, 104-06 

does not become absolutely non¬ 
existent at Pralaya, 107-08, 
152-53, 162 

Brahman is the material and 
efEcient cause of the, 139- 
142, 262 , 

and Brahman, 147-50, 158-59, 
162-63 

exists in Brahman even before 
creation, 150-51 


is an illusion, 152 
is without a beginning, 173-74 
existed in former cycles, 174 
the external, is not altogether 
non-existent, 199-200 

Yama, 275-76 

Yoga Smriti, refutation of, 146-47 
Yoga-Sutras, 21 
Yogins, 203 

the limitations as to time for 
the mode of departure at 
death apply to the, 443-44 







